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ABSTRACT

Two randomly selected samples of NASP practitloner members (N = 600), all
recent members of the NASP |eadership (N = 139), and a randomly selected sample of
faculty (N = 166) responded to surveys des!gned to provide Information on a
varlety of toplcs and Issues Including, current demographic Informatlion, NASP
prioritlies, credential Ing, Job satisfactlon, Issues related to learning
disabliities and the mildly handicapped, evaluatlon of tralning and continulng
educat lon needs, and an assessment procedures survey. Rate of particlpation was
very high, over 80% In the practitioner samples, 94% In the leader _hlp sample, and
73% In the university faculty sample.

Demographic results indicated that practitioner school psychologlists are
Iincreasingly women (60% to 655.; have a medlan age of about 38, and have about 9
years of experience. Most practlitioners, 708 or more, have at least the
speclalist degree or the equivalent and about 20f have doctoral degrees. The
overvheiming major Ity, about 908, Is employed In public school settings where
thelr medlan salary Is about $28,500. In contrast, the NASP leadershlp Is more
evenly divided between men and wemen, Is siightly older than the practitloner
sample, has more years of experlence, is more |likely to hold a doctoral rather
than a speclal Ist degree, and has a medlan salary of about $34,000. The unlver-
sity faculty sample was older, median age = 44, about 755 male, with a salary of
$37,500 that Is often supplemented with prlvate practice or consulting Income.

The extensive array of Items on school psychology credentlalIng Indlcated
that both the leadership and practitloner samples strongly support the current
NASP position concerning nondoctoral credentlalling. In some Instances, the
support of the NASP leadership for these traditional positlions was sllightly lower
than support from the practitloner sample. Unlversity faculty were less commltted
to non-doctoral credentlal Ing.

Items pertalning to Issues In learning dlisabllitles, and approprlate programs
for low achleving and mlidly handicapped elicited similar responses from the groups.
The leadership sample was generally sllightly more critlical of current practices and
somewvhat more committed to development of alternative dellvery systams.

A parallel| set of Items was used to obtaln practitioner ratings of tralning
and continuing educatlion needs and unlversity faculty evaluatlons of current
tralning quality and needs for Improving thelr graduate program. The results were
very simllar with both groups Indicating needs to Improve in the areas of neuro-
psychology, Interventions In regular education for students with behavloral or
emotlonal problems, and regular education interventlons for <.udents with learning
problems.

One of the practitlioner samples and unlversity faculty were asked to
inclcate frequency of use or extent of supervised practice, respe:tively,
of an extensive |ist of assessment Instruments/procedures. Agaln, the results
were very simlilar with both groups Indicating highest emphas!s on the Wechsler
Scales, unstructured interview, the Bender, the WRAT, the Draw=-A-Person, and
the Woodcock=Johnson Achlevement Battery.
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QVERY IEW

The 1986 NASP Survey was conducted to establish rellable Informatlion on
Issues cruclal to ths organlzation, e.g., office structure, prlorities, and spring
meeting relmbursement, and to the profession of school psychology, e.g.,
continulng education needs, Jjob satisfactlion, credentlalling preferences, and
attitudes/bel lefs on LD Issues. In addition, demographic Information, last
collected on a random sample of NASP members In about 1981, was needed for varlous
committees and as a basls for pollicy dellberatlions. In many Instances, contrasts
ostween the NASP leadership and NASP member practitioners were examlined.

The content for the 1986 NASP Survey was developed through revlews of
previous surveys and Invitations to NASP offliclals to contribute (Jeas., A memo
requesting suggestions for content was sent In August, 1985, to all persons In the
NASP leadershlp, deflned as offlcers, reglonal clirectors, delegates, and committee
chalrs. During August and the flrst two weeks of September, we constructed a
draft of the survey based on our review of previous surveys and the suggestlons
from the NASP leadership. This draft was malled to the NASP leadership on
September 16, 1985. Comments and suggestions were agaln encouraged. Several
persons In the NASP leadership did provide wrltten comments and add!tlonal
comments were obtalned f-om varlous persons at the Fall Delegate
Assemb ly/Executve Board meeting In Chicago September 27-29, 1985. The final
draft of the survey was developed In early Octovber, 1985. Coples of the four
surveys are provided In Appendices A, B, C, & D.

One outcome of the concerted effort to obtaln comments and suggestlions from
.-veryone In the NASP leadership was a very lengthy survey that was far too long to
be reasonable for Indlviduals to complete. In attempting to reduce the length It
became apparent that much of the content was directed at pract!itioner members
rather than the NASP leadership. We +hen declided to develop two overlapping
vers!ons of the practitioner survey and to select two random samples of
practitioners. Thls resulted In the study of four groups: '/wo practl!tlioner
samples, the NASP |eadership, and a2 unlversity faculty samrle.

The same demographlc Informatlon was obtalned with the four groups.

Different Information was obtalned on subsequent portlons of the survey. In the
varlous results that follow, it Is Important for the reader to keep In mind that
two practitioner samples were used. Typlcally, there are results for one, but not
both of the practitioner samples. The major exceptlon vas demographic Informatlion
which, as mentloned before, was collected for all four samples. We have attempted
to clearly Indicate the sample on which varlous results are based In the narrative
and In all tables.

The practitioner samples were selected In mid-October, 1985. Michael Chrin,
NASP Executive Manager for Membershlp and Flscal Services, was In charge of
choosing the random sample. We requested a 10§ sample of the total NASP
membership, which In mld=October was approximately 6,200 persons. We requested
selectlion of a sample of 620, stratifled by geographic reglon. The flnal sample
was exactly proportional to the reglonal compositlon of NASP membership. Further,
we requested that the sample be restricted to practitlioner members, thus excludling
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student members or members emploved In unlversity settlings.

The original practitioner sample of N = 620 was randomly assigned by us to
the first or the second practitioner sample. The names on thls roster were then
carefully examined by the senior author. Persons known to be involved In
university faculty positions were deleted. This procedure ylelded a total of 308
and 305 In the first and second practitioner samples, respectively.

The two forms of the practitloner questionnalre were mailed to participants
on October 30, 1985. A cover letter signed by two of us (Reschly and Genshaft)
encouraged persons to respond as soon as possible and stressed the Importance of
this Information. A postage pald envelope was also Included with the survey. Ten
days after the original survey was malled, a reminder postcard was sent to every
particlipant from whom a completed survey had not yst been recelved. Thls reminder
postcard further encouraged persons to ~omplete the survey and mall the results as
soon as possible. Approximstely three weeks after the orliginal survey was malled,
a complete packet with a new cover |etter was sent to all persons from whom
completed surveys had not been obtained. This cover letter agaln urged persons to
complete the survey, stressed the Importance of the Informatlon, and urged a
prompt response,

The NASP leadership recelved a questionnaire of approximately the same length
as the two practitlioner auestionnalres, with content often Identlical to
corresponding sectlons 1., the practitioner versions. Content Identical to
sections on one or the other of the practitioner forms was Included In the areas
of NASP priorities, meeting reimbursement, credentlaling (Including |lcensure),
and LD Issues. This identical content made direct comparisons between the NASP
leadership and a practitioner sample possible.

The NASP leadershlp was defined as persons Involved as offlcors, reglonal
dlrectors, delegutes, or comm!ttee chalrs durlng the 1984-85 and 1985-86 years.
In addlitfon, all past officers were Included In the NASP leadership study. This
had the effect of Including all of the executive managers, all of whom served In
one or more elected offices prior to their appointment as an executive manager. A
total of 139 persons were part cf the NASP leadership using these criterla.

The surveys were malled to persons In the NASP leadership In mld-November,
1985. Approximately ten days later the reminder postcard was sent to all persons
not returning a completed survey. Approximately three weeks after the original
survey was malled, another survey with a new cover |etter was malled to all non-
respondents.

The unlverslity faculty survey was conducted In March-May, 1986. Partlclpants
were selected from persons |Isted as primary faculty In the Directory of School
J Erograms (Brown & Minke, 1984). A table of random numbers was
used to determine the starting point, after which every fourth name was selected
as a particlpant yleiding a sample of 166. The same procedures were used, I.e.,
initial survey followed by a reminder postcard with, when nacessary, a new surve,
miled about three weeks after the distributlon of +he original survey.




1986 NASP Survey - Reschly/Genshaft/Binder - 6

BRESILTS
Sample Size/Return Rate

The results from the four surveys with a brlef narrative will be provided
In this section. Perhzps the most remarkable resuit was the return rate which
was considerably above comparable surveys reported In the school psychoiogy
I1tersture. The original sample of 310 for the practitioner | or the
"green" form sample, was reduced to 305 because two persons on the original
sample were on unlversity facultles rather than In practitliorer roles and three
surveys were returned because the particlpant was elther deceased or had left
the fleld of school psychology. A total of 260 of the possible 305 completed
surveys were returned, ylelding a participation rate of 858 In the first
practitioner (green form) sample.

There was a total of 300 In the second practitioner sample (blue form), of
which 242 or 81% particlpated. Ten persons In the original sample of 310 were
el Iminated because they no longer were In school psychology, were deceased, or
were not practitioners at the time the survey was distributed. The return rate
for the NASP leadership was 94%, based on 13t of 139 surveys completed by
participants,

The unlversity faculty sample consisted of 166 persons chosen from the
IIst of primary faculty (N = 664) In the Directaory (Brown & Minke, 1984), Two
persons selected were deleted because they had participated !n the NASP
lesdership sample. Ten add!tlional persons did not participate because they
were no longer In school psychology, had left university employment, or moveg
with no forwarding address. Dele*lons for these reasons ylelded a total sample
of 154, of which 113 completed the lengthy questionnalire. The particlpation
rate of 73% compares very favorably with other similar surveys of university
faculty.

The original unlversity faculty sample Included faculty from 161 of the
211 programs |Isted In the Directory. There were two particlipants from 16 of
these proarams and three participants from two programs. The results of this
survey should be seen 23s representing university faculty, not-programs as such.

The high participation rate In thls study was obtalned through applicatlion
of methods developed primarily in other soclal sclences, particularly
soclology, for Improving rate of participation In suriey research. Although
the procedures adopted for this study can Involve up to three separate mallings
to each particlpant, the overall cost Is relstively modest because a smaller
sample can be selected. In contrast to other survey research In school
psychology, which typically obtalins a return rate of at.out 408 to 508, the
return rate In thls study was far higher. Inferences based on a very high rate
of participation of n randomly selected sample are more valld than Inferences
based on a relatlvely low percent of returns from a very large sample, even If
that large sample constitutes the entire populaticn. The methodology applied
here should be used In future survey research In school psychology. The
overall cost Is probably lower and the results are far more |lkely to
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accurately represent the population of Interest.

Iabie 1: Raeturn Rate

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner |l Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)

Number Returned 260 242 131 113

Total Sample 305 300 139 154

Percent 85% 815 94% 73%

Age and Sex

Data on the age and sex of particlpants In the four samples are
summarized In Table 2. Data on age were gathered by asking participants to
check one of six age groups. The frequency and percentage of each sample In
the six age groups Is provided in Tsble 2, These data provide the basls to
estimate, but not to determine exactly, the medlan age for each of the samples.

Jable 2: Age
Sample Practitioner | Praciltioner |1 Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blve Form (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N N » N $ N
Age
<25 2 1% 1 0s 0 0% 0 0s
25-34 90 35% 77 328 33 25% 9 8%
35-44 100 38% 101 42% 58 45% 49 43%
45-54 44 17% 41 17% 27 21% 29 26%
55-64 22 of 20 8% 12 of 23 20%
2 63 2 1% 2 1% 0 0% 3 3%
260 242 130 113

The median age of each of the samples wes estimated from an oglve with age
plotted on the abscissa and relative cumulative percent on the ordinate. The
estimated medlan age for both practitioner samples was 38. The estImated
median ages for the NASP leadership aid university faculty samples were 39.5
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and 44, respectively. These estimated medlans are further supported by
Inspection of the data In Table 2 where It Is clear that the medlan age for all
four samples must be In the Interval 35-44 years. Other methods of estimating 0
speclfic parameters from group data might yleld slightly different estimates,
but any such estimates would by necessity have to be In the 35-44 Interval.
The data In Table 2 Indicate that very few school psychologlists are under age
25 and that substantial numbers are In the age range of 25-44. The relatlively
recent orligin of school psychology In some states as well as the enormous
expansion of school psychology over the past ten years In nearly all states Is
reflected In the distributlon of age. There are relatively few, about 25§ to
308 of practicing school psychologlsts, In the adjacent ten-year intervals for

age 45-64,
Jable 3: Sex
Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green For:a) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N N N N s
Sex
Male 90 35% 97 40% 67 52% 84 74%
Female 168 65% 144 60% 63 48% 29 26%
258 241 130 13

The sex disti-Ibutlon In the four samples Is presented In Table 3. The
practitioner samples were 60% to €5% female while the |eadership sample was 48%
female. In contrast, the unlversity faculty sample was 74% to 26%, male to
female. These data reflect the Increasing proportion of women In school
psychology practitioner roles, a phenomenon observed In ear|ler surveys of
tralning programs and for psychology graduate programs !n general. Although
women are clearly the majorlity of practitlioners, they are underrepresented to a
moderate degree In the NASP leadership and to a signlficant degree In
university faculty.

Exparlence and Jeaching Background

Experlence In school psychology Is summarized In Table 4. Both of the
practitioner samples had approximately nine years experlence as school
psychologists. The leadership sample had significantly more experlence,
approxImately 12.5 years or about 3 1/2 more years than the pract!tloner
sample. The unlversity faculty sample had a mean of 6.64 years of experlence
as a school psychologlst. The average experlence or a unliversity faculty was
14.18 with a sd = 7.92. The range of experlence for all samples was from 0 to
about 30 years.
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Iable 4: Years of ixparlence as a Schooi Psychologlst

Sample Practitioner | Practitiorer || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
Mean 8.71 9.19 12.57 6.64
Standard 5.40 5.99 6.04 7.00
Deviation
Range 0-30 1-34 1-28 0-31

Particlpants were also asked to respond to several Items related to
teaching certlfication and teaching experience. These data are summarized In
Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9.

Iable 3: Teaching Certificate

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N b 3 N 4 N 4 N %
Yes 126 49% 107 45% 61 47% 58 52%
No 133 51% 132 55% 69 53% 54 48%
259 239 130 112

Iable 6: Area of Jeaching Certiflication for Those with a Ieachlng Certificate

Sample Practitioner | Practitlioner || Leadershlip Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N 4 N % N 5

Area Cer+tlifled

Elementary (E) 38 308 36 33% 14 22% 14 25%
Secondary (S) 42 338 34 31% 27 42% 20 35%
Speclal Educa-

tion (Sp Ed) 7 6% 10 9% 4 €a 6 10%
E&S 13 10% 8 7% 8 13% 6 10%
E & Sp Ed 14 11% 14 13% 4 6% 4 7%
S & Sp Ed 6 5% 5 5% 4 6% 6 108
E, S, Sp Ed 6 5% 2 2% 3 5% 1 23
Total 126 109 ‘64 57
None (no

certificate) (133) (56)
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Approximately half of the particlpants In all of the sampies Indlcated
they possessed a teaching certlficate (see Table 5). Data on certification
areas, l.e., secondary, elementary, speclal edcatlon, or some comblnatlon of
these, are reported in Table 6. The percentages in Table 6 pertaln to those
persons with teaching certificates, not to the entire sample. For example, the
30% In the Practitloner | sample Is based on the 38 persns with elementary
certiflcates out of the 126 with teaching cert!flicates, not the total sample of
259 answering this [tem.

Particlpants In all four samples were also asked to Indicate whether they
had taught on a full-time basls. |f "yes," they were further requested to
Indlcate level and years of experlience. Data on teaching experlence as well as
the level and years of experlance are provided In Tables 7 and 8. About half
of the participants Indicated at leust some full-tIme teaching experlence. The
level of teaching experlence was quite varlied with consliderable representatlon
of elementary, secondary, and cpeclal education experience (see Table 8). The
average number of years of full=time teaching experlence, for those persons In-
dicating teuching experlence, was about 5.5 years for the NASP practitioner and
leadership samples, and 3.61 for the unlversity faculty sample {see Table 9).

Jabia 7: ITeaching Experlence

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp ' Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)

N s N s N s N 3
Yes 122 48% 106 44% 65 52% 49 46%
No 135 52% 132 55% 61 48% 58 54%

Iahle 8: Kind of Isaching Experience

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner |l Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon rorm)
N $ N $ N 4 N
Kind
Elementary (E) 39 358 3 354 14 23% 6 20%
Secondary (S) 24 31 27 31% 17 27% 14 473
Speclai Educa-
t+lon (Sp Ed) 13 12% 1 13% 19 315 2 7%
E&S 10 9of 7 8% 5 8% 2 7%
E & Sp Ed 9 8% 7 8% 2 3% 2 7%
S & Sp Ed 4 4% 5 6% 5 8% 4 13%
E, S, & Sp Ed 1 1% 0 0% 0 0, 8 0 og
Total 110 88 62 30
None (135) (132) (61) (83)

11
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Iable 9: Years Taught

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
Mean 5.62 5.29 5.54 3.61
Standard 5.35 5.83 4,29 2.55
Jeviation
Range 1-27 1=32 1-18 1-11
Degree, Employment, and {ncome

Data on the highest degree held by particlipants In the NASP pract!tloners
an- |eadership groups are presented In Table 10. The overwheiming major ity of
sch 1 psychologists In these three samples possess graduate degrees at the
Speciallst Degree level or above. Howsver, only 20§ of the pract!tlioner sample
hold doctoral degrees. In contrast, slightly o\ half of the NASP leadership
have earned doctoral degrees. This difference In level of graduate educatlon
may be Important in understanding differences reported later concerninrg Issues
In credentlaling.

Iable 10: Highest Degree

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yel low Form)
N 5 N p N 5
MA (30 hours) 9 4% 11 5% 1 1%
MA (45 hours) 69 27% 56 23% 18 14%
Speclalist level 127 50% 123 51% 36 28%
Doctoral 51 20% 51 21% 72 56%

Participants In the practitloner samples were also asked to indlcate type
of communlity, urban, suburban, rural, or some combination. As can be seen iIn
Table 11, about 355 to 408 of school psychologists In these samples were In
rural areas, clearly Indicating that rural school psychologlsts are not a small
mlnority of practitioners. |Identical percentages of particlpants In both
samples indlcated they were located In urban and suburban communlities, 22% and
24%, respectively, The remalning respondents practiced In some comblination of
urban, suburban, and rural.
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Iable 11: Iype of Community

Sample Pract!tloner | Practliioner ||
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 3 N

Communlty Type

Urban 57 22% 53 22%

Suburban 61 24% 57 24%

Rural 90 35% 97 40%

Comb inatlon 49 19% 33 14%

Total 257 240

Nata or the primary employment setting, publlic schocl, private practice,

Inst!tutlonal/residentlal, unlversity, or some other serting, were obtalned for

the three NASP samples. The results are summariznd In Table 12, The

verwhelmlng major Ity of practitioners were employed In public school settIngs,

Jable 12: Primary Employment Setting

Sample Practitioner | Pre~titioner |1 Leadership
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form)
N % N % N
Pr Imary Employment
Setting
Publlc Schools 233 89% 211 87% 62 48%
Private Practice 7 3% 7 3% - -
Ins. Itutlional/
Res!dentlal 4 2% 6 3% - -
Univers ity 0 1) 4 ] og 41 31%
Other 18 7% 18 8% 27 21%

nearly 9 . These results ‘o lend support to the observatlon that the
overwhelming majority of practitioners are employed In publlic school settings.

Slightly over 108 of both practitioner samples were employed In other settings,

Including 3% In private practice, about 3% In 'nstitutlonal/reslidentlal
settings, and about 7% to 8% in some other setting which usually was a
comb Ination of private practice and publlc schcol set*” 's. The most frequent
employment setting for the leadership sample v3s pilLl:c school with a
substantial number (about 30%) in unlversliy settings. Clearly, the most
common setting for school psychology practitioners, as well as for persons In

13
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the NASP leadershlp, Is the publlc school. However, some school psychologlsts
are employ2d In & number of other settings.

Further Information was requested from particlpants in each of the
practitioner samples concerning the ratlo of school psychologlists to students,
the perceat of minority students in thelr student population, and whather or
not they were Invcived with a spec!al assignment. Date on these varlables sre
summar!zed In Yablas 13, 14, and 15.

The vast Improvement In the ratlo of school psychologlsts to students Ir
the past decade Is apparent In data presented In Table 13. The estimated
medlan ratlo of students to school psychologlsts for both samples was 1750:1.
The medlan was estImated through constructlon of an oglve from the grouped data
presented In Table 13. However, the enormous expanslion of speclal educatlon
programs, particularly for the mlidly handicapped, has |lkely reduced the
beneflts of Increased ratlos by further |Imiting time available to regular
educatlon students. This .nterpretation Is suppoi'ted by Information presented
later concerning the amount of t+Ime devoted to speclal education services.

Respondents were also asked to indIcate the percen’ of minority students
in the student population they served. Results In Tab e 14 indicate that about
half of all school psychologlsts are assigned to student populations with 5% or

Iable 13: Student/Psychologlst Ratlo

Sample Pract!itlioner | Practitlioner ||
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 3 N %
Student Numbers
4 1000 45 19% 38 16%
1000-1520 43 18% 54 23%
1501-2000 59 24% 48 21%
2001-2500 29 12% 32 14%
2501-3000 28 124 30 13%
3001-3500 12 5% 6 3%
3501-4000 12 5% 9 4%
4001-5000 1 5% 7 39
> 5001 3 1% 8 3%
Total 242 232

fewer mlinority students. !n contrast, only about 10§ of school psychologlsts
serve student populations Involving greater than 50% minority enrol Iment.
However, about 40% of all school psychologlsts serve populations with
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signlficant percentages (over 108) of minority students. Services to addrecs
the unlique needs of minorlty students are therefore an Important concern for
school psychologlsts. Practitloner and faculty oplinlons regarding minor ity
Issues In tralning and service del Ivery are discussed later In thls report (see
Tables 40-43).

Iabie 14: Percentage of Minority Students

Sample Pract!itlioner | Pract!tloner |1
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 5 N 5
MInor Ity
Percentage
0% 29 13% 12 5%
1- 5% 85 38% 85 39%
6- 10% 17 8% 28 13%
11- 20% 28 12% 28 13%
21~ 30% 19 8% 22 10%
31- 50% 28 12% 24 11%
51- 75% " 5% 10 5%
76-100% 8 4% 9 4%
Total 225 218

in Table 15, data are summarlzed concerning speclal assignments, deflned
as spending 25% or more tIme with a speclflc type of handicapped student.
These kinds of speclal assignments typically Involve low Inclidence-severely
hand Icapped students such as severely and profoundly retarded, deaf, blind, and
so on. Although the results varled to some extent across the two practitlioner
samples, |t appears that about 20§ of all schorl psychologlsts do have a
speclal assignment of this nature.

Jable 15: Speclal Asslignment lnvolving 25% or More of
Iime with Spaciflic Iype of Handicapped Student

Sample Pract!tloner | Practitloner |1
(Green Form) {Blue Form)
N s N

Speclal Asslignment

Yes 46 18 57 24

No 208 82 178 76

Total 254 235
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Informetion reflecting the annual salary pald by particlpants' primary
employers Is rummarized In Table 15. Medlan salarles for the two practitioner
sam les, thé NASP leadershlip, and the unlversity faculty sample were estImated
usiiny the ogive procedure described eariler. The medlan salary for both of the
prectitioner samples was $28,500. The medlan salarles for the NASP leadership
an¢ the university faculty sample were $34,000 and $37,500, respectively. It
Is Important 1o note that most of the data were collected In November and
December, 1985, and would, for nearly all particlpants, reflect salarles for
the 1985-86 academic year.

The differeices In salary between the NASP leadershlp and practitioner
samples probably reflects a number of Influences, Including the greater numoer
of years of experlence for the NASP leadership, the higher proportion of
particlpants In the leadership sample with doctoral degrees, and, perhzps,
differences in primary employment setting. As noted In a previous table, the
primary employment setting for the practlitlioner samples was nearly always
publ Ic schools (90%). In contrast, about half of the persons In the NASP
leadership were emptoyed In settings other than the public schools, Including
31% In unlversity settings where the medlan salary was higher.

Iable 16: Annual Salary Pald by Primary Employer
1

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N % N s N ¥

Salary

£ 13,000 2 1% 3 1% 4 3% 0 0%
13-18,999 11 4% 15 6% 1 1% 0 0%
19-24,999 73 28% 59 24% 15 12% 6 6%
25-29,999 68 26% 57 24% 28 21% 22 20%
30-34,999 49 20% 56 23% 25 19% 18 16%
35-39,999 31 12% 43 18% 28 21% 17 15%
40-44,999 16 7% 4 2% 12 9% 19 17%
45-49,999 2 1% 2 1% 10 8, 16 14%
2 50,000 2 1% 3 1% 6 5% 13 12§
Total 254 242 129 1R

1Of the 13 faculty participants with salarles over $50,000, 9 were in the $50-
$54,999 Interval; 2 In the $55-$59,999; and 1 each In the $60-$64,999 and over
$65, 000 intervals.

Further data were collected to determine If particlpants were engaged In
additlonal employment beyond their poslitions with a primary employer.
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Information In Tables 17 and 18 Indlcate that about one third of the
practitioner sample were employed outside of thelr primary Jobs, but about 60%
of the NASP leadership and 75% of the faculty were Involved In outslide
employment. These differences may agaln reflect the differences In p; Imary
erployment setting for the practitloner samples and the NASP leadershlp as well
as the greater proportlion of doctoral degrees (and |lIcensure) !n the NASP
leadershlp. Unlversity employment often allows some time for consultling
actlvitlies, an opportunity capltallzed on by most of the faculty sample.

Iable 17: Additional Employment Beyond Primary .ob

Sample Practitloner | Practitioner || Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N 5 N 5 N
Other Employment
Yes 90 35% 80 34% 74 57% 80 75%
No 165 65% 156 66% 54 42% 26 25%

The kind of outside employment summarized In Table 18. [+ should be
noted that responses In Table 18 are restricted to those persons engaged In
outside employment (see Table 17), not the entire sample.

Jable 18: Kind of Additfonal Employment

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner |1 Leadershlp Facul ty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yelicw Form) (Salmon Form)
N $ N 3 N 3 N 3
Prlivate Practice 47 52% 43 57% 14 19% 19 22%
Teachling 12 13% 13 17% 9 12% 13 15%
Consulting 13 14% 8 11% 9 12% 6 7%
Other/Combination 19 19% 1 15% 43 57% 47 56%
Total o1 75 75 "85 -

The kind of outside employment In the two practitioner samples was highly
simllar with over half Involving private practice. Other kinds of outslide
employment Included teachling, consulting, or some comblinatlon of private
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practice, teaching, or consulting. In contrast, the NASP leadersh!p which had
a consliderably higher proportlion Indicating outside employment (see Table 17)

was Involved typlcally In some combinatlion of private practice, teaching, and

consulting.

The amount of outslide Income and whether the participant's Income as a
school psychologlst wes the primary household Income are indlcated In Tables 19
and 20. The amount of outside Income varles conslderably within each of the

Jable 19: Amount of Qutside income

Sample Pract!itlioner | Practitloner 1| Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow rorm) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N $ N 4 N 5
Amount
<$ 1,000 32 315 27 318 15 14% 10 11%
$1-% 5,000 35 34% 30 34% 42 39% 26 29%
$5-$10,000 18 17% 15 17% 14 13% 17 19%
> $10,000 1 108 8 9% 10 9% 33 37%
Refuse to S 9% 8 9% 26 24% 3 3%
Dlsclose —_— — —_— —
Total 105 88 107 89

samples. In Interpreting these data It Is also Important to keep In mind that
105 of the practitioner samples and nearly 25% of the NASP leadershlp refused
1o dIsclose the approximate amount of outslide Income. These persons may have
substantial outside Incomes not reflected In the results here. It Is also
Important to bear In mind that the percentages presented In Table 19 are
applIcable only to those persons who gdo have outside Income. In both of the
practitioner samples, a clear majority Indlcated that they did not have outside
Income from additlional employment. If we define a modest amount of outside
income as greater than $1,000, then about 25% of both of the practitioner
samples (using all participants, not Just those answerling "yes"™ to having
outside Income) had a modest level of outside Income. And some persons had
substantlal outside Incomes. In the NASP leadershlp, nearly half of all
particlpants had at least a modest amount of outside Income with a substant!al
number having relatively large outside Incomes of over $5,000. Moreover, It Is
reasonable ‘to bel ieve that some of the persons who refused to disclose the
amount of outside Income would have higher rather than |ower amounts of
additional Incoms. Clearly, outside income Is earned by a substantlial minorlty
of practitioners and by over half of the NASP leadership.

The outslide Income for the faculty sample was qulte substantia! In many
Instances. A total of 33 persons, constlituting 378 of the 89 who had outslde
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Income, and 29% of the total particlpants (N = 113), reported outside Income of
over $10,000 per year. On the faculty form (see Appendix D) add!tional Income
Intervals were provided for over $10,000. Eleven persons had outside Incomes
between $10,000 and $14,999; 7 were In the Interval of $15,000 to $19,999; 3
were In the Interval of $20,000 to $24,999; and 12 Indlcated Incomes of over
$25,000. After making certaln to protect the Identity of the Indlviduals
Involved, ensuring thelr anonymity with us and everyone else, we then matched
salary from primary employer with amount of outside Income. The top earnings
based on the combined sources of Income was about $90,000; thirteen were In
$65,000 to $85,000 range. These Incomes, as well as the medlan faculty salary,
IndIcate two concluslons: 1) Some faculty are doing very well and 2) The
notion that faculty typlcally have lower salarles than pracitioners Is a myth.
Although the data concerning outside Income from this study are qulite
Imprecise, It Is clear that outside Income Is a significant supplement to the
primary employment salaries of many school psychologists. Furthermore, the
outslide income may further supplement a total household Income which, as
Indlcated In Table 20, often Involves a second Income from another housebold
member.

The Income of particlpants In.these samples was frequently supplemented
with a second Income and, In a substantlal minority of cases, the school
psychologist's Income was secondary to another Income. The trend toward
substan~tlal amounts of additional Income equal to or perhaps greater than the
school psychologlist's Income was especlally prominent In the iwo practitlioner
samples where about 50% of all respondents were In households where the school
psychologlst's Income was equal to or secondary to another Income. The faculty
and NASP leadershlp household Income chara cterlIstics were dlfferent. In those
samples, the school psychologist's Income was far more |lkely +» the principal
source of Income for the household and was rarely secondary to another (and
perhaps lower) source of Income. This may, In part, reflect gender differences

Iable 20: Incaome as School Psychologist and Iotal Household lncome

Sample d Practitloner | Pract!tioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yel low Form) (Salmon Form)
N 4 N 4 N g N 4

School Psychol ogy

Salary Is:
Principal

Source 128  50% 106  44% 75  61% 70  63%
Equal to Another

Source 69 27% 66 28% 39 32¢ 33 308
Secondary to

Another Source 61 24% 68  28% 9 7% 7%

| o

Total
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In the practitioner, leadership, and faculty samples. Salarles earned by women
are more often secondary to Incomes earned by men, particularly In households
with two wage earners.

NASP Prloritias

One of the most Important purposes of thls survey was to seek further
guldance from NASP members and the NASP leadershlp concerning prlorities for
the organlzation. A set of 15 statements were developod by persons In the NASP
leadership and the Investigators. These 15 statements were designed to reflect
Important services, programs, or actlvitles that currently are or that might be
major prioritles.

Respondents In two of the four samples, the Practitioner | (Green Form)
and the NASP Leaderzhlp were asked to rate the NASP prlorities as per the
followling directions.

"In your opinlion, how Important are the fol lowlng NASP services and
activities? Please clircle the number which corresponds to your rating
where..."

1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / / /. / Opinlon
Cruclal Moderate Low Priority /7
Top Priority Importarce Loss Important

The means, standard devliatlons, and number and percent c¢f no opinion responses
are provided In Table 21,

Jable 21: Practitloner and Leadership Evaluations of NASP Priorities
Practitioner | ’ Leadership
(Green Form) (Yellow Form)
Priorities Statements Mean s.d. No dp Mean s.d. No Op
1) Development and Implemen=- 2,18 0.89 4(2%) 2,13 0.94 0(0%)

tation of standards for
graduate programs

2) Publlc Information and 2,30 0.83 3(1%) 1.77 0.82 0(0%)

public relations activities

3) Llalson with other 2,43 0.83 5(2%) 2,27 0.91 0(0%)
professlonal and advocacy
groups

<0
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Table 21 (contlinued)

Prioritlies Statements

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Asslstance to State
Associations of School
Psychologlists

Publ Ications (Review
and Communlque)

Publ Icatlons and
monographs (e.g.,
Practices In School
Psychology)

Professional development
training packages In
various formats (written
videotape, computer dlsk,
rtc.)

Influencing state legls~
lation, rules, regulatlons,
and pol lcy

Development and promotion
of qual [ty standards for
school psychology servlices
In schools (ratios, support,
etc.)

10) Development and promotion

of rights and opportunitles
In regard to |icensure for
private practice

11) Influencing Federal leglis-

latlon rules, regulations,
and pol lcy

12) Convention program and
workshops

Practitioner |
(Green Form)

Mean

2.27

(41h)
1.92

1.97

(5th)
2.33

(3rd)
1.76

(1st)
1.74

2.20

(2nd)
.74

2.24

s.d.

0.92

0.87

0.90

1.06

0.85

0.80

1.08

0.87

0.92

No Op

4(2%)

2(1%)

3(1%)

5(2%)

2(1%)

4(2%)

3(1%)

3(1%)

2(1%)

Leadership
(Yol low Form)
Mean s.d. No Op
1.93 0.86 0(0%)
(3rd)
1.66 0.82 0(0%)
1.86 0.86 0(0%)
2.27 0.95 0(0%)
(5th)
1.76 0.87 0(0f)
(2nd)
1.56 0.67 0(0%)
2.88 1.23 0(0%)
(1st)
1.55 0.79 0(0%)
2,01 0.80 0(0%)
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Table 21 (contlinued)

Practitioner | Leadershlip
(Green Form) (Yeilow Form)

Prioritles Statements Mean s.d. No Op Mean s.d. No Op
13) Providing opportunitles 2.54 1.17 5(2%) 2.63 1.18 0(0%)

to purchase professional

liat 11ty Insurance

covering nubllc and

private practice
14) Providing opportunities 3.50 1.06 5(2%) 3.67 1.01 1(1%)

for more involvement with

International school

psychology, €.g.,

sponsoring study tours

(4th)

15) Promoting change in current 2,23 0.96 8(3%) 1.74 0.85 3(2%)

del lvery system such as nori~
categorical funding, Increased
development and use of regular
education remedlal options for
the miidly handicapped, etc.

Note: The top flve prlorities for each group are Indicated by superscripts
adjacent to the means. For exampie, Statement 5 was the 4th and 3rd
prioritles, respectively, for the Practitlioner | and Leadershlp groups.

Nearly all of the statements were rated as heing of at least moderate
Importance. The only exception was statement number 14, the Importance of NASP
providing opportunities for International schoo! psychology Involvement. The
mean rating of priorities by the NASP leadershlp was generally slightly
stronger, l.e., a lower number assigned indicating greater Importance, . han
the practitioner sample. However, these dlfferences were slight. Further
Indication of the relatively high agreement between the practitioner and
leadershlip evaluations of prioritles Is provided by examining the highest rated
priorities for both groups. The top flve priorities for each sample were the
same except for only two of the ten cholces; Statement 5 concerning
publicailons and monographs which was ranked the 5th highest priority by the
practitioner sample but the 7t+h priority by the NASP leadership, and statement
15 concerning promotion of change In the current dellvery system which was the
4th priority for the NASP leadership but consliderably lower for the
practitioner sample. Otherwise, the rank order of prlorities among the two
samples was virtually ldentical.

The very high degree of correspondance In ranking the prloritles by
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practitioners and the NASP leadership certainly suggests that the current
leadership Is In touch with members of the organization. The only difference
apparent In examining these rankings was the relative Importance attached to
promot ing chanﬂe In the current aellverz system. A major position statement
advocating such change has been passed by the NASP leadership. Change In the
dellvery system Is ailso one of the most Important goals In the NASP long-range
plan. The position statement and the flve-year plan are relatively recent,
both developed In Aprii-August, 1985. Although there has been |ittle +ime to
communicate with the membership on the prlority of attempting to change the
dellvery system, that communication needs to be emphasized. Considerable
attention should be devoted to providing the general membership with more
Information on this prlority In order to ensure the continued close
correspondence betweer member practitioner and leadership priorities for NASP.

Relmbursement for Convention Delegate Assembly/Executive Board

Several Items were Included to obtaln practitioner (Green Form) and
leadership opinions on reimbursement of the expenses Incurred by the NASP
leadership at the Spring governance meetings held during or Just after the
Annual Convention. A very brlef summary of these results Is provided here.
Persons Interested In detalled results can contact the senior author or the
NASP Central Offlice for a supplement to this report.

A spirited debate on the relmbursement of Spring meeting expenses occurred
at the 1985 Spring and Fall meetings. Due to the sharp division of opinion.
action on varlous reimbursement resolutions was delayed pending the survey
results from the practitioners and lsadership samples. These results were
presented at the 1986 Spring and Fall meetings where partial reimbursement of
expenses was ultimately approved by the Delegate Assembly.

NASP Executive/Office Structure

One of the most Important and far reaching Issues considered by the NASP
governance during the 1985-86 year had to do with the professional staff and
office structure for the organization. The system used since 1976 Involved
four part=-time executive managers, each of whom maintained at least part of
what normally would be In a centrai office In thelr homes and In other rented
space. A task force began discussions of possible changes In the
management/of fice structure In January, 1985. These discussions have contlnued
at the governance meetings over several years culminating In the Implementation
of a new management structure and a central office In January, 1987.

A number of Items on the management/offlice structure were Inciuded on the
practitioner and leadership forms. Most practitioners expressed uncertainty or
no opinion on the majority of the Items. The sentiment of the NASP leadership
sample was complex, but generally supportive of the development of full=time
staff and a single central office. At the same time, nearly everyone In the
leadership expressed gratitude to the current managers for excellent service
over the past decade. In short, the primary conclusion was that the part-time
staff and decentral lzed offlice structure served NASP well, but the continued
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growth and Increasing complexity of services required ful |-time staff and a
central office. A more detalled presentation o¢ these results Is also
avallable from the senior author or the NASP Central Offlice.

Bublic Relatlons and Policy Advocacy

The NASP Government and Professional Relatlions Committee suggested four
items which were Included on the Practitioner | (Green Form) Survey. The
results on these four Items are summarized in Table 22.

Jable 22: NASP Practitiorar's Involvement with Publlic Relations

Policy Advocacy
N $

1) To uhat extent are you Very Much 1 8 3%
Involved with the 2 36 14%
actlvities of NASP or Some 3 43 17%
stete and local school 4 70 27%
psychology groups on leg- Very Little 5 100 39%
Islation, standards, public
relations, and advocacy?

2) Would you be willing to Yes 190 73%
contact senators or No 10 4%
members of congress? Not Sure 60 233

3) Would you be willing to Yes 164 63%
Inform other groups about No 36 14%
school psychology by Not Certain 61 23%
speaking at thelr meetings?

4) How much time per week None 45 18%
would you be willing to Up to 1 hour 122 48%
devote to school psychology 1=2 hours 75 30%
publ ic relations and policy Over 2 hours 11 4%

advocacy work?

Responses t¢ the flrst Item on current Involvement with the publlic
relations or pclicy advocacy activities of school psychology organizations
Indicated relativeiy Iittle Involvement for most school psychologists. The
responses to this [tem Indicated that about one-th!rd have some Involvement
with these activities, leaving two=thirds with virtually no Involvement.
Responses 1o the next two Items which provided examples of the kinds of public
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relatlons or pollcy advocacy actlvities that might Involve school psychologlsts
indicated that the overwheiming majority of school psychologlsts wouid be
wlliing to contact senators or members of congress, and that most would be
willing to inform other groups by speaking at their meetings. However, it
appears that most (about two~thirds of respondents) would prefer to limit thelr
involvement with public relatlions and pollcy advocacy activities to no more
than one hour per week. These results suggest a potentlal enormous reservoir
of presently underut!llized talent wlth respect to public relations and pol lcy
advocacy, but the amount of time that most persons are willing to commlt Is
qulte Iimlited. Development of procedures to capltallze on this avallable
talent, within the conflnes of the |Imited tIme commltments, may well be one of
the most Important chal lenges for the NASP leadershlp.

Computer Access and lse

A series of Items suggested by the NASP Committee on Computer and
Technologlical Appllications to School Psyzhology dealt with access to and use of
mlcrocomputers. These items were Included on the Pract!tlioner | (Green Form)
survey.

The results In Table 23 concerning computer access and use Indlcate that
most practiclng school psychologlsts (62%) have easy access to a microcomputer
in thelr work setting, most often, an Apple Mlcrocomputer. However, most do
not have access to a microcomputer at home. For those who do have access to a
mlcrocomputer at home (about one-third), the brand of the computer Is usuaily,
again, in the Apple serles. The overwhelming majority of practitloner school
psychologlsts do not have access to a modem, elther at home or at work, and
most do not have access to Speclal Net. For those persons who are using
microcomputer, the top three choices among a falrly extenslve | ist of possible
uses was requested. The top three choices were word processing, test analysis,
and report writing. Secondary uses were In the areas of data base,
statistical, research, and graphing technlques.

These resuits Indlcate that most school psychologlsts could be using
computer technology, at least at thelr work setting. However, extensive uses
of computer technology such as those requiring a modem or access to spec.al
services | ike Speclal net are, at present, |Imited.

School Psychology Credentlialling (Licensure)

Credentlaling Issues, Including certiflcatlion to practice In the publlic
schools and |lcensure for private practice, have been, and continue to be, very
prominent In discussions among school psychologlsts. For nearly 10 years, NASP
has endorsed the Speclalist Degree level plus the ore~year internship as the
baslc entry level for the practice of school psychology In either the publlc or
private sector. This position Is In conflict with tha official stance of the
American Psychologlical Association (APA) which advocates the doctorate as wel |
as the full=time Internship as the minimum entry levei for the practice of
school psychology.
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Iable 23: Camputer Access and lise

Do you have easy access to a Yes
microcomputer In your work setting? No

If yes, brand of computer at work. Apple
IBM
TRS80
Commodore
Other
Comb I nation

Do you have access 10 a Yes
computer at home? No

If yes, what |s the brand? Apple

(of the computer at home) 1BM
TRS80
Commodore
Other
Comb | nat fon

Do you have & modem? Yes (Home)
fes (Work)
Yes (Both)
No

Do vou have access to Special Net? ‘ Yes
No

Current Uses of Computer Word Processling
Test Analysls

Report Writing
Graphing

Counsel ing

Data Base

Spread Sheet
Research

Statlistics

Software Revlew
Academic Remedlation
Management

Other/Not Listed Above

160
98

107

179

188

41
182

119

o
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Items were developed and refined from the recommendations ard comments of
persons In the NASP ieadership In the areas of: 1) current credential ing
status; 2) opinlons about credentialing; 3) reasons advanced for |icens..)
being elther Important or unimportant; and 4) bellefs and attitudes as
reflected In responses to a number of statements about credentialing. These
results are summarized In the tables that follow.

A common set of Items was included on three of the surveys, the
Practitioner | ’Green Form), the leadership, and faculty. The results
reflecting current status and future intentions on crecentlaling are presented
in Table 24. Results from the first two Items indicate that nearly everyone In

Iable 24: Current Status and Future Plans Concerning Licensure

Practitioner | Leadership Facu: ty
(Green Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)

Item Response N 4 N 4 N <
Are you certified to Yes 258 100% 122 95% 90 83%
provide services as a No 1 0% 6 5% 18 17%
school psychologlst?

Are you |lcensed for Yes 72 28% 65 50% 79 74%
private pre.tice? No 189 728 64  50% 28  26%
If Ilcensed, what type Generic 46  68% 55  85% 66  88%
of |icensure? Specific 22  32% 10 5% 9 123
'f not currently licensed Yes 122 78% 25 76% 12 55%
do you wish to be No 34  22% 8  24% 10  45%

Itcensed In the future?

the practitioner and leadership groups were cortifled to provide services In
school but that most were nut |licensed for private practice. Surprisingly,
some 17% of persons designated as primary faculty In school psychology programs
were not certifled to practice In the schools. Licensure for private practice
did vary across the three groups with about half of the NASP leadership and 74%
of the faculty being |lcensed, but only about one-quurter of the practitioner
sample holding the |icense. For those persons with private practice |licensure,
most held a |icense as a "yeneric" psychologist rather than a |icense that was
specific to, and perhaps restricted to, school psychology. Those persons who
are not currently |icensed were asked to Indicate whether they wished to be
‘icensed for private practice In the future. Three-quarters of practitioners
and NASP leadership groups (i.e., those persons who are not currently |lcensed)
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expressed the wish to be |licensed In the future, but only half of the faculty
not Iicensed now Indicated wanting tc be Iicensed In the future. Clearly, (and
obv:ousiy) |icensure for private practice Is a significant Issue and of
considerable Interest to the NASP groups.

Iable 25: Current Status and Qpinions on Nondoctoral Licensure

Practitioner | Leadership Faculty

\Green Form) (Yel low Form) (Salmon Form)
Item Response N 4 N 3 N

1) Do you belleve non- Yes 220  86% 91 73% 46  45%
doctoral school No 37 14% 33 27% 56 55%
psychologists should
be eligible for
| Icensure?

Can nondoctoral school Yes 102
psychologists be |- No 135
censed In your state? Don't know 23

Are you |licensed at the Yes 45
nondoctoral level now? No 96

If not currently |1~ Yes 44
censed at the non- No 36
doctoral level, do you

Intend to seek non-

doctoral |icensing

In the future?

Extremely Not at all

1 Important Important

I tem Sample 1 2 4 5
4) How Important Is
nondoctoral |1=

censing for the P 109(428) 64(24%) 54(21%) 19( 7%) 14( 5%)

profession of L 21(16%) 44(34%) 32(25%) 25(188) 8( 6%)

school psychology? F  25(24%) 28(27%) 21(20%) 9( 9%) 21(20%)

How Impurtant Is
nondoctoral |I(-
censing for you 88(34%) 55(21%) 50(19%) 32(12%) 35(14%)
personal ly? 110 9%8) 14(11%) 24(19%) 22(17%) 58(45%)
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The Issue of nondoctoral |icensure was explored with the groups using a
variety of techniques and response formats. Results from questions seeking
Information on the current status as well as respondents' opinions on non-
doctoral |lIcensure are summarized In Table 25.

The overwhelming majority of practitioners and NASP leadership respondents
strongly endorse nondoctoral |lcensure for school psychologists. However,
there are differences between the two groups. These differences are apparent
on [tems 1, 4, and 5 In Table 25, where respondents In the NASP leadership
Indicated slightly weaker support for nondoctoral |licensure. It Is Important
these differences not be exuggerated. In the leadership there Is very strong
support for nondoctoral |icensure, but the support Is not quite as strong as
that Indicated by practitioners. Generally, university faculty were less
committed to nondoctoral |icensing, but about half did endorse the traditionai
NASP position.

The attitudes and bel lefs of the three groups were further studied with a
set of 9 statements, most of which appeared earller In & preliminary form piiot
tested in about 1984. The strength of sentiment concerning the NASP and APA
licensure positions and the possibility of a compromise were also assessed with
these statements. |Ir. Table 26, the number and percent of responses at each
point on the L lkert Scale which ranged from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly
Disagree (5) are provided along with means and standard deviations for the
Practitioner | (Green Form), Leadership, and Faculty Groups.

Jable 26: Attltudes acd Bellefs Concerning NASP and APA Llcensure Standards

Strongly Strongly
1 Agree Disagree -
Item Sample 1 2 3 4 5 X s.d.

1) Although | may not
practice independ-

ently, It Is Im- P 163(63%) 60(23%) 28(11%) 7( 3%) 1( 0f) 1.54 0.82

portant that | have L 64(51%) 42(33%) 13(10%) 5( 4%) 2( 2%) 1.72 0.92

the right to do so. F 59(55%) 21(20%) 15(14%) 4( 4%) 8( 8%) 1.89 1.23
2) The doctoral level

Is the apprcpriate P 34(13%) 13( 58) 31(12%) 90(35%) 90(35%) 3.73 1.34

entry level for L 21(16%) 21(16%) 20(16%) 35(27%) 32(25%) 3.28 1.42

private practice. F  48(44%) 25(23%) 13(12%) 17(16%) 5¢ 5%) 2.13 1.27
3) Resolution of the

Independent prac-

tice Issue between P  84(33%$)103(40%) 49(19%) 13¢ 58) 9( 3%) 2.07 1.01

NASP and APA Is L 19(158) 23(26%) 35(27%) 29(23%) 12( 9%) 2.86 1,20

important. F 37(35%) 41(38%) 19(18%) 5( 5%) 5( 58) 2.07 1.07
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Table 26 - Contlnued

Strongly Strongly
1 Agree Disagree -
| tem Sample 1 2 3 4 5 X s.d.

4) NASP spends too
much time working
toward independent

practice for non- P 13( 5%) 18( 7%) 64(25%) 75(29%) 87(34%) 3.79 1.13
doctoral school L 18(14%) 23(18%) 45(35%) 26(20%) 16(128) 2.99 1.21
psychologlsts. F 31(29%) 22(21%) 27(26%) 19{18%8) 7( 7%) 2.52 1.27

5) The right to engage P 17( 7%) 26(10%) 61(24%) 94(36%) 60(23%) 3.59 1.14
In private practice L 20(16%) 35(28%) 24(19%) 32(25%) 16(13%) 2.91 1.29
not relevant. F o 16(178) 17(16%) 31(29%) 33(31%) 7( 7%) 2.94 1.19

6) | would support a
NASP decision to
endorse the doc-

. toral entry level P 36(14%) 25(10%8) 24( 9%) 50(19%)125(48%) 3.79 1.48
for Independent L 31(24%) 22(17%) 14(11%) 25(20%) 36(28%) 3.10 1.57
practice. F  45(41%) 27(25%) 16(15%) 11(108) 10¢ 9%) 2.21 1.33

7) | could support a
JolInt NASP/APA reso-
lutlion supporting
nondoctoral entry
and private practice
through 1995, at
which time the doc-
toral level would P  38(15%) 57(22%) 63(24%) 44(17%) 55(21%) 3.08 1.36
become the entry L 26(20%) 36(28%) 28(22%) 13(10%) 25(208) 2.80 1.40
lavel., F 15(14%) 32(29%) 19(17%) 21(19%) 22(20%) 3.03 1.36

8) Nondoctoral prac-
titioners do not
have sufficient P 15( 6%) 20( 7%) 37(14%) 66(26%)120(47%) 3.99 .1.20
tralning to prac- L 9( 7%) 32(25%) 22(174) 28(22%) 37(29%) 3.41 1.32
tice Independentiy. F  27(25%) 21(20%) 25(23%) 25(23%) 9( 8%) 2.70 1.50

9) NASP should contlnue
current positions
regarding nondoc-
toral Independent
practice In both P 63:{25%) 52(21%) 95(38%) 28(11%) 10( 4%) 2.41 1.09
the public and L 30(24%) 27(22%) 38(31%) 21(17%) 8( 6%) 2.60 1.21
private sectors. F 9(9%) 17(17%) 33(32%) 21(20%) 23(22%) 3.31 1.24

'P = Practitioner, L = Leadership, F = Faculty
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Several general conclusions seem apparent from these results. First,
there was strong support in both NASP groups for the traditional NASP position
concerning non-doctoral |icensure. The only difference between the two groups
was In strength of sentiment supporting the current NASP commitment to the
nondoctoral level. On all Items, the NASP leadership sample was slightly less
extreme In supporting the traditional NASP position. These differences were,
however, siight and should not be misinterpreted as suggesting a change in the
current NASP position. The strength of sentiment on the part of the
leadership, supported by even stronger sentiment among practitioner members,
would appear to ensure continuation of the NASP commitment to the nondoctoral
level. University faculty responded differently, Indicating support for a
doctoral entry level for private practice and support for changing the NASP
position to the doctoral level (see items 2, 6, and 9). However, substantial
numbers of the university faculty, usually one-third or more, supported the
traditional NASP positions; a similar percentage of practitioners (37%)
Indicated support for a doctoral entry level In ten years (see item 7). Thus
there Is considerable range of opinion In all groups on these issues, but, as
noted earlier, firm support now for the traditional NASP position. It will be
interesting, as well as Important to the profession, to monitor sentiment in
various groups on these Issues In the coming 5 years of this century.

Job Satisfaction/Time .In Special Education

Several Items concerning Job roles, sztisfaction, plans for the future,
and the amount of t+ime spent with speclal education services were Included with
the second practitioner sample (Blue Form). Inclusion of these Items was
promptad by frequent, Informal, anecdotal reports of considerable job
dissatisfaction ar~ng practitioner school psychologists. .Concern about job
dissatisfaction and expected high rate of turnover caused by persons leaving
the profession of school psychology were discussed at the Spring HIll Symposium
in 1980, among other places. Data In Table 27 indicate current satisfaction
wI*h school psychology as well as the degree to which respondents' roles
matched thelr Initial expectations.

Jable 27: Current Satisfaction with School Psychology

Extremely Not at all
Satisfied Satisfied
1 2 3 4 5
1) How satisfied are you N 38 123 45 25 6 X =2.3Z

In your position as a 4 1683  52% 19% 11§ 3% $.d.=0.9%
school psychologist?

46 86 50 46 9 X =2.52
19 365 215 195 4% s.do=1.12

2) How well does your cur-
rent role as a school
psychologist conform to
your Initial expectations?

Az
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The data on current satisfaction indicate that a small percentage of
current school psychologists appear to be not at all satisfied, about 13%,
while 168 indicate extreme satisfaction and another 52§ indicate what might be
regarded as at least moderate satisfaction with their current position.
Responses to the second item in Table 27 aresslightly less positive, but still
quite positive overall, reflecting the opinion that the current role for most
practitioners does conform reasonably well to their Iinitial expectations.

Based on these results, It appears that about 75§ of practitioner school
psychologists were not surprised nor, apparently, disappointed in the nature of
thelr role in applied settings. Although it is difficult to gauge the exact
meaning and the depth of this sentiment, these results suggest that
considerable work may be necessary to convince practitioners to change their
roles to any substantial degree. This kind of change among practitlioners is,
however, a prerequisite to the kinds of changes in the delivery system endorsed
by NASP in recent policy statements. However, another plausible
Interpretation, suggested by Carolyn Cobb, indicated that general satisfaction
Includes a lot more than specific job functions and practices. [t may be
possible for persons to be "general ly satisfied,"™ but also quite Interested in
changing specific activities. Thls, toco, bears further attention iu subsequent
surveys.

Additional items were developed to estimate sentiment concerning the
choice of school psychology as a career and the future plans of practitioners
to continue with & career In school psychology. The results from these items
(see Table 28) indicate the vast majority of current practitioners would choose

Jable 28: Cholce of and Future Plans to Practice School Psychology

. N ]

1) Would you choose school psychology Yes 173 5%

as a career [f you could make the No 58 25%
cholce again?

2) Do you plan to continue to work as No 1 5%

a school psychologist in the future? 1=3 years 39 17%

4-6 years 43 18%

7-9 years 24 10%

Over 10 years 41 18%

Until retirement 75 32%

school psychology again. However, 25% of the practitioner respondents
indicated they would not choos2 school psychology again which is a clear
Indication that at least some dissatisfaction exists with the choice of school
psychology. It Is difficult to know the reasons for that dissatisfaction since
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only 133 indicated dissatisfaction with their current position according to
results reported In Table 27. However, nearly 25% indlcated their current role
did not conform to thelr expectations which may, in part, explain the reason
25% practitioners indicated they would not chocse school psychology 1f the
cholce could be made again.

The second item In Table 28 sought information on plans to continue In the
school psychology c*reer. These results indicated that only 58 did not plan to
continue as a school psychologist In the future, but there was a slignificant
additional percent who indicated rhey did not intend to contlnue in school
psychology beyond three more years. |f these data are taken at face value,
they would support the conclusion that about 20%, or 1 In 5, of all schoo!
psychologists currently practicing wlll leave the profession within three
years. However, leaving the profession might mean quite dlfferent things, from
establishing an entirely different career outside of psychology and education
to some alternative within professional psychology or an administrative
position within an educational setting that Is more comprehensive than school
psychological services.

Participants in the practitloner sample were then asked to estimate the
amount of time they spent with special education services. The Item and the
responses are presented in Table 29. These results indicate that the
overwhelming major ity of school psychologists (80%8) spend over half of thelr
+ime with special education services. According to the results In Table 26
nearly half of all school psychologists (49% of the respondents) spent more
than 75% of their time in one aspect or another of speclal educatior, typlcally
evaluations of reevaluations.

Jable 29: Proportion of Iime In Speclal Education

| tem Proportion of time N )

Please estimate the amount of less than 10§ 12 5%
t+ime you spend wlth special 10-25% 16 7%
education sarvices, e.g., con- 26-50% 20 8%
ducting preplacement evaluations, 52-75% 73 31%
staffings, fol low-ups on place- 76-90% 63 27%
ments, and reevaluations greater than 90% 52 22%

A final item asked participants to rank order a set of statements related
to sources of satisfaction in thelr career as a school psychologist. The
Instructions for this item and the number, percent, and mean for each of the
statements is presented in Table 30.
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Iable 30: Sources of Satisfactlion for School Psychologists

Item Stem: Please rank order the following aspects of your professlional

position on the baslis of the satlsfaction that they provide, where 1=most
satisfying and 7=least satlsfying. That Is, use each number on the same only
once so that the Items are ranked in terms of satisfaction from 1 to 7.

Reasons for Satisfactlion Mean s.d. Rank Order

a) positively influencing children and youth 1.84 1.31 Flrst
through assessment and interventions

b) positively Influencing chlldren and youth 2,54 1.43 Second
through influence on placement and
programming declslons

c) salary ani tenefits 4,82 1.50 Fifth

d) colleagues and professlonals with whom 3.62 1.39 Third
you work

e) working with the educatlonal system 5.12 1.61 Sixth

f) work hours and extended time off in the 4,09 1.75 Fourth
summer

g) status in the communlty 5.96 1.32 Seventh

School psychologlsts! choices of satlsfactlon were heavily oriented toward
positively Influencing children and youth through assessment, interventions,
placement, and programming declslons. The third cholce for source of satlsfac-
tlon was colleagues and professlonals wlth whom you work. The fourth was work
hours and extended time off In the summer. The lowest ranking sources of sat-
Isfactinn were status In the community, working within the educational system,
and salary and beneflts. These low ranklng sources of satisfactlion might be
regarded as probable sources of dissatisfactlon for many practitloners.

The overall results on job satisfaction are mixed. Clearly, most school
psychologlsts are relatively well satisfled with their current pos!itlions and
most intend to continue In school psychology for many years In the future.
However, there Is a substantial minorlty, perhaps 20§ to 25§, that are dls-
satisfled and who Intend to conslder other careers within four or flve years.

The role of thls dissatisfaction In changing school psychology remains to
be seen. Some dissat!sfled persons may seek changes In the scope and nature of
school psychologlcal services, perhaps along the |Ines suggested In the NASP
position paper on alternatives to the current system and In the long-term
objective concerning alternative dellvery systems, Onh the other hand,
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dissatisfled persons may gravitate to other careers or nonpractiticner school
psycholgy careers. The nature and extent of dissatisfact!on would appear to be
8 frultful area of further Inquiry In future surveys.

JAssues Ralated to the Miidly Handlcapped '

In view of the enormous Importance and long standing involvement of school
psychologists with low achleving and/or mildly handicapped students, as well as
the recent commitments of the organization to advocating development of
alternative models for dellvering services to these students, a number of
statements were constructed around the seven key Issues In this area.
Statements 1 and 15 dealt with the concern over numbers of students now
classifled as learning disabled and whether these students were classlfled as
LD In order to obtaln services even though they were not really handicapped.
Two Items, 3 and 4, dealt with LD classlfication criteria. Three Items, 2, 9,
and 10, dealt with the relationship of learning disabliitles to the other
mlldly handicapping categorles, mild mental retardation and emotlonal
disturbance/behavior disorder. The relationship between regular a  speclal
educatlon, and changes In regular education pertaining to the development of a
broader varlety of optlons for students now classifled as mildly handicapped,
were examined In Items 5, 7, 11, and 14, School psychologlists' roles with the
low achleving/mlilidly handicapped students were assessed with Items 6 and 13.
Finally, single Items were written concerning overreprasentation of minor Ity
students (Item 12) and the effectiveness of special educatlion services for
students classified as learning disabled (Item 8)

A Likert Scale with numerical values from 1 to 5, anchored by 1 = Strongly
Agree, 3 = Neutral, and 5 = Strongly Disagree, was proviced for respondents to
Indicate their oplnions or bellefs on the 15 Items. These Items were Included
on three of the surveys, the Practitioner || (Blue Form), NASP Leadership, and
Faculty. Responses of the three groups are presented In Table 31.

Iable 31: lssues Related to Saervices for Learnipg Disabled and
Qther Low Achleving Students

Number and Percent of Responses at Each
Po!nt on the Likert Scale

Strongly Strongly
Statement Agree Neutral Disagree
1 2 3 4 5 -
N § N § N % N % N § X s.d.

1) Too many students P 57(24%) 95(40%) 36(15%) 38(16%) 11( 5%8) 2.37 1.15
are belng classi-
fled as learning L 74(58%) 33(26%) 10( 8%) 8( 6%) 2( 2%) 1.67 0.98
disabled and placed
In special education. F 32(30%) 39(36%) 22(21%) 10 (9%) 4( 4%) 2.21 1.09
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Table 31 = ContlInued

Strongly Strongly
Statement Agree Neutral Disagree
1 2 3 4 5 -
N ¢ N § N % N % N § X s.d.
2) The Increase In P 14( 6%) 58(24%) 47(20%) 81(34%) 40(17%) 3.31 1.18

learning dlisabled

Incldence Is due In L  18(14%) 35(27%) 17(13%) 39(31%) 19(15%) 3.05 1.32
large part to reluc-

tance to use the F  15(14%) 34(32%) 30(28%) 21(20%) 7( 7%) 2.73 1.13
classlifications of

mild mental retarda-

t+lon or emotlonal

disturbance/behavlor

dlsorder.

3) The requlrement of P 52(22%) 80(34%) 56(24%) 27(11%) 22( 9%) 2.52 1.22
8 processing def-
Iclt should be added L  20(16%) 27(22%) 35(28%) 25(20%) 18(14%) 2.95 1.28
to or strengthened
In the LD classifl- F  19(18%) 39(36%) 21(20%) 14(14%) 13(128) 2.66 1.27
catlon requlirements.

4) LD classliflcation P 29(12%) 89(38%) 53(23%) 38(16%) 23(108) 2.73 1.17
should be based on
the excluslon fac- L 16(13%) 45(36%) 33(26%) 21(17%) 11( 9%) 2.73 1.15
tors and severe

dIscrepancy be~ F 8( 8%) 44(43%) 27(27%) 12(12%) 11(11%) 2.75 1.11
tween achlevement
and ablllty.

5) Better regular P 85(36%) 84(35%) 27(11%) 31(13%) 10( 4%) 2.14 1.17

classroom Instruc=
tlon would prevent L 77(60%) 38(30%) 8( 6%) 3( 2%) 2( 2%) 1.55 0,84
many students from

being classifled F  37(34%) 35(32%) 20(19%) 13(12%) 3¢ 3%) 2.17 1.1
as {C.

6) School psychol= P 118(49%) 90(38%) 18( 8%) 7( 3%) 5( 2§) 1.70 0.89
oglsts should
asslist teachers L 100(78%) 25(20%) 2( 2%) O(C 0f) 1( 1%) 1.26 0.56

In desligning,

Implementing, and F 65(608) 36(33%) 5( 5%) z( 2%) 0( 0%) 1.48 0.68
evaluating pre-

referral Interven-

tlons before stu-

dents are conslderad

for LD classlificatlon.
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Statement

7)

8)

9)

The dellvery sys=
tem needs to be
changed so that
remedla; servlices
can be provided
without classify=-
Ing students as
learning dlsabled.

Speclal education
services for stu-
dents class!fled
as learning dis-
abled are usually
quite effectlive.

The educational
needs of students
classifled as
learning disabled
and miidly (edu-
cable) mentally
retarded are very
simllar.

10) The educational

needs of students
classlifled as
learning disabled
and emotlionally
dlsturbed/behavior
disordered are
very simllar,

11) Remed!al and com=

pensatory education
from reqular educa-

tlon, and speclal
educatlon programs

for the mlldly handl-

1986 NASP Survey - Reschiy/Genshaft/Binder - 36

Neutral
3
N §
24(10%)
3¢ 2%)
16(15%)

2
N §

64(27%)
30(24%)
30(28%)

65(27%)
30(24%)

86(36%)
22(18%)

9( 9%) 40(38%)

32(14%) 38(16%)
40(32%)
24(23%)

16(13%)
14(13%)

35(15%)
29(23%) 20(16%)

15(15%) 21(20%)

46(19%) 60(25%)

45(36%) 38(30%)

Strongly
Agree
N 11
P 126(53%)
L 84(67%)
F 52(49%)
P 11( 5%)
L 3¢ 2%
F 2( 2%)
P 12( 5%/
L 5( 4%)
F 8( 8%
P 6(3%)
L 2( 2%)
F 5(5%
P 29(12%)
L 18(14%)
F  9( 9%)

capped, should be merged

(e.g., combine Chapter
| and LD resource).

27(27%) 36(35%)

4
N §

18( 7%)
7( 6%)
4( 4%)

60(25%)
59(47%)
44(42%)

89(38%)
46(37%)
34(32%)

30(13%)103(43%)

58 (46%)
35(348)

69(29%)
17(14%)
19(19%)

Strongly
Dlisagree

5

N %
6( 3%)
2( 2%)
4( 4%)

17¢ 7%)
12¢ 9%)
11(10%)

66(28%)
19(15%)
25(24%)

63(26%)
17¢13%)
27(26%)

35(15%)
7(¢ 6%)
11(11%)

x|

1.80
1.52
1.85

3,03
3.37
3.50

3.70
3.27
3.42

3.77
3.47
3.62

3.15
2.00
2,96

s.d.
1.06
0.91
1.06

1.00
1.03
0.86

1.08
1.04
1.64

1.24
1.07
1.12
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Statement .

12) Overrepresentation
of minority students
In speclal educa-
tion programs for the
alldly handicapped
Is discriminatory.

13) Schoo! psychol-
oglists are more
effective [f they
concentrate on
accurate and
thorough dlagnosis
rather than assist-
Ing with or carryling
out Interventions.

14) it Is Important to
malintaln clear dis-
tInctions between
speclal and regular
education, and be-
twoen slow learner-
low achlevers and
learning disabled
students.

15) Students are often
classifled as learn-
Ing disabled so
that service can be
provided even though
they are not really
hand Icapped.

P
L
F
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Strongly

Agree
N1$

22( 9%)
18(14%)
7( 7%)

6( 3%)
2( 2%)
3( 3%)

26(11%)
9( 7%)
9( 9%)

59(25%)
62(49%)
34(33%)

2
N §

57(24%)
34(27%)
19(18%)

22( 9%)
2( 2%)
6( 6%)

57(24%)
14(11%)
21(21%)

96(40%)
49(39%)
34(33%)

Neutral
3

N %
66(28%)
25(20%)

22(21%

23(10%)
7( 6%)
9( 9%)

39¢17%)
12(10%)
14/14%)

32(13%)
5( 4%)
22(21%)

Strongly

Disagree
4 5
NS NS
60(26%) 28(12%)
31(25%) 17(14%)

33:32%) 22(21%)

85(36%)101(43%)
36(29%) 77(62%)
38(37%) 48(46%)

68(29%) 46(19%)
49(40%) 39(32%)
28(28%) 30(29%)

37¢16%) 13( 6%)
70 6%) 3( 2%)
13(138) 1( 1%)

X s.d.
3.06 1.17
2,96 1.29
3.43 1.21

4,07 1.06
4,48 0.81
4,17 1.01

3.22 1.31
3.77 1.22
3.48 1.34

2,37 1.18
1.73 0.95
2.16 1.05

Means and standard devliations are presented Iin the right hand columns of
the table. Means near the midpoint of the Llkert Scale, from 2.5 to 3.5, were

regarded as Indicating neutral sentiment.

Means which fell between 3.5 and

4.25 or betwesn 1.75 and 2.5 were regarded as Indicating disagreement and
agreement, respectively.

Means that were larger than 4.25 or smal ler than 1.75
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were Interpreted as Indicating strong dIsagreement and strong agreement,
respectively. The absolute value between the two means on each Item was seen
as a rough Indicatlon of the degree of agreement between the practitloner
sample and the NASP leadership. We acknowledge these Interpretations of the
numerical data are to some extent arbltrary, but, wi*h the cautlions expressed
here, are useful In understanding these results.

The two Items concerning the number of students In learning disabll ity
programs and the reason, "to obtalin services" caused the largest absolute
differences between the practitioner sample and the NASP leadership. On both
of these Items, the NASP leadershlp overal! mean could be regarded as
Indlcating strong agresment whlie the practitioner and faculty means IndlIcated
agreement. The absolute velue between the means was .70 and .64 for Items 1
and 15, respectively. All groups agreed with the statements, but the NASP
leadership Indlcated strong agreement on both. The differences here suggest
that practitioners are somewhat |ess convinced that, a) too many students are -
belng classifled as learning disabled, or, b) that substantlal numbers of
students who are not really learning disabled are classlfled as such In order
to "obtaln services."

The two Items dealling with LD classiflcatlion criterla, Items 3 and 4,
ylelded mean scores for the groups withln the range we regarded as Indicating
neutral sentiment. There were no dlfferences at all between the two groups on
Item 4, The means on [tem 3 Indicated the fulty and leadership groups were
neutral concerning the addltion of a processing defliclit requirement but the
practitioner sample mean was close to the polnt we established as Indicating
agreement. It should be noted that substantlal numbers and percentages of
persons In all groups chose all points on the Llkert Scale for both of these
Items. Thus, the overall sentiment Is neutral, but the range of sentiment Is
quite broad with, In all |lkel lhood, some strong advocates of each of the
different ways to modlfy the current classl!flcatlon criteria.

Perceptions and opinions concerning the relatlionship of learning
disabllities to other mildly handlcapping conditlons, specifical ly behavior
disorders/emotional disturbance and mild mental retardation, were assessed wlith
Items 2, 9, and 10. On Item 2, which presented the propositlon that the
burgeoning numbers of LD may Indicate a reluctance to use the classiflcatlons
of mild mental retardation and emotlional dIsturbance/behavior disorder, all
groups obtalned means near the mlddie of the scale Indicating neutral overall
sentiment. Agaln, however, It Is Important to recognlze that all polnts or 1he
continuum were used by substantlal numbers of respondents Indlicating
conslderable differences of opinlon on thls matter. On Items 9 and 10, the
practitioner sample Indicated disagreement with the assertion that the
educational needs of the learning disabled and the miidly mentally retarded or
the emotionally disturbed are very simllar. On both Items, the leadershlip
obtalned mean scores which we would classify as neutral, but both were In the
dlrection of disagreement. The faculty means were between the means of the .
other two groups on both Items. Responses to the latter two Items suggest a
sl Ight preference agalnst, rather than for, cross-categorical or noncategorlcal
programming for the mlldly handlicapped.
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The Items which are perhaps most critical In terms of the recent NASP
position statement advocating alternative del lvery systems have to do with the
relatlonship between regular educatlion and the services now provided for the
mlldly handicapped within speclal education. These Issues were addressed In
Items 5, 7, 11, and 14, |Items 5 and 7, which suggested that better regular
education Instruction could prevent many students from belng classifled as LD
and that the dellvery system needed to be changed so that remedlal services
could be provided within regular education, elicited strong agreement from the
NASP leadership and agreement from the practitioner and faculty samples. On
these two Items, as well as on a number of additional Items, the NASP
leadershlip Is more strongly committed to changing the current system than Is
currently the case with practitioners and faculty. However, this dlfference
should not be exaggerated. The sentiment for all groups on these Issues was
nearly always In the same dlrectlon.

The results for Item 11 and Item 14 are somewhat puzzling In that speclific
charges which would carry out what was suggested In Item 7 were not endorsed
strongly by elther sample. In Item 11, all groups obtained means Indicating
neutral sentiment concerning combIning existing remedial and compensatory
education programs with speclal education for the mlildly handicapped. On Item
14, the practitioner sample and NASP leadership obtained means within the
neutral and disagree ranges, respectively, on the matter of whether clear
distinctions should be maintained between regular education and slow learncr,
low achlever, and LD programs. There was considerable varlation of sentiment
for both samples on Items 11 and 14, Perhaps the results on 11 and 14 Indicate
that, although most persons are strongly supportive of changing the present
system (see Items 5 and 7), thers may be considerable dlisagreement on specific
strategles to carry out these changes. In any event, these results do not
provide strong support for merging currently establ Ished remedlal/compensatory
programs with speclal educatlion for the mildly handicapped. |f this Is the
case, that Is, If there Is strong sentiment for changes as long as the
proposals are general (and not yet applicable) but oppositlon to specific
reforms, the entire movement toward reform In these areas wlll face grave
problems In the near future. The critical challenge will be to convince
educators and others, not jJust of the need for global change, but of the need
to support and carry out changes In speclflc components of the system. Perhaps
the overall direction for the future Is clear, but *he speciflc battles are yet
to be deflned and resolved.

The effectiveness of speclal educatlon services for learning disabled
students was addressed with Item 8. All group .sans were In the neutral range,
with a slight trend toward disagreement on the part of the faculty and
leadership. Again, the neutral Ity came about through sharply divided sentiment
with some expressing the bellef that the services were effective and others, In
about equal numbers, Indicating they thought the services were Ineffective.

The role of school psychologlists with the mildly handlicapped and |ow
achleving students In regular education was addressed with Items 6 and 13, both
of which ellclted clear-cut sentiment from the groups. On Item 6, all groups
strongly agreed vith the notlon that school psychologists should be Involved
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with prereferral Interventtons prlor to conslideraticn of LD classiflcation. On
Item 13, all groups dlisagreed (the NASP leadership Indicating strong
dIsagreement) with the notlon that school psychologlists should concentrate on
dlagnosis rather than Interventions. These results Indicate quite cleariy that
school psychologlsts do see themselves belng Involved with regular educatlon.
The degree and nature of that Invoivement probably needs to be examined and
deveioped further, particulariy In |ight of the praviously dlscussed
Information on the high proportlon of time devoted to speclai educatlion
services.

A flnal Item (12) askIng whether overrepresentatloi. of minority students
In speclal education programs for the mllaly handlcapped Is discrimlinatory
el lcited a nearly perfectly symmetrical distributlon of responses .rom the
practitioner and leadership groups, ylelding means very. clcse to the micdpolint
of 3. The faculty sample also produced 2 mean In the neutral range, but at a
polnt (3.48) very closc to disagreement with Yhe assertlion that
ovarreprusentation constitutes dlscrimination. However, these mean scores do
not accuratelv reflect the nature of the results on the overrepresentation
Issue. The results are much more along the |Ines of strong sentiment In hoth
dlrections suggesting sharp division throughout school psycho'ogy concerning
whether or not overrepresentation Is discriminatory.

mnmwmmmmw

A parallel array of Items reflecting school psycaology roles, professlonal
competencles, and services for speclal populations was evaluated by
practitioners and 13culty. Both groups evuluated quailty of tralning, but from
a sllightly different perspective; practitlioners rated their graduate program
while faculty rated qualltv In rclatlion to thelr current program. On each
Item, practitioners rated .,ntinulng education need and faculty ratec¢ degree of
need or deslire to Improve the tralning provided In thelr program. These
ratings and ‘arlous comparisons of practitlioner and faculty priourities were
analyzed. The results are prov!ided In Tables 32, 33, and 34. All ratings were
on the following contlinua:

1 2 3 4 5

Qual ity / </ / /. /
Excellent Good Average Falr Poor

1 2 3 4 5

Need/Desire for / / / / _/
Continulng Educatlon Very High Moderate Moderat.ly Low

High Low

1 2 3 4 5

Nee-/Desire to / / / / 7/
improve Program Very High Moderate Low Very

High Low
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Jable 32: Eaculty aud Practitioners' Retings of
Icaining Quallty and Need/Desire 10 Improve
Sectlion 1: JIndividual Psychoaducatlonal A<<essment

Need/Des!re D! ffererces
| tem Qual Ity To Improve Quallty Need
1) Educatlional X 2,72 216 3.55 2.67 - -
Skills sd 1.22 1.03 1.17 1.13 0.8 -0.51 0.56  0.88

2) Intelllgence X 1.61 1.33 3.68 3.16 _ )
d 0.77 0.61 1.7 1.19 ~%07 =177 0.22 0.5

3) Neuro- X 3.90 3,17 2.24 1.15
psychol ogy sd 1.18 2.78 0.99 1.15 -6 2.0z 0.73  1.09
4) Adeptive X 3.32 2,40 2,93 3.0 )
Behav lor sd 1.16 0.90 1.17 1.04 039 ~-0.61 0.c2 -0.08
5) Projectlves X 2.87 2.52 2,79 3.37 )
sd 1.24 1.3 1.22 1.20 ©9-98 ~-0.85 0.35 -0.58

6) Systematlc X 2,57 2.17 3.40 2.68 _ i}
Observation  sd 1.2 1.01 1,18 1.0 ~0-8 ~-0.51 0.40  0.72

7) Nondiscrimina- X
d

3.17 2.17 3.28 2.82
tory Methods sd 1

1
.22 0.87 1.10 1.08 ~0-11 ~-0.65 1.00 0.46

P = Practitioners; F = Faculty

In Table 32, ti{.3 means, standard dev!atlons, and mean d!fferences over
varlous comblInations of ratings are presented for Indlvidual psychoeducatlonal
assessment. Several trends are apparent from the results In thls table.
First, there Is consliderable simllarity In ihe practitloner and faculty
ratings. Both ranked Intell!gence as the top area and neuropsychology as the
bottom area on quallty, and both Indicated Intelllgence and neuropsychology as
the bottom and top areas of continulng education need or program Improvement.
Simllar results for the two groups were generally found t 'r the other Items on
Inc¢.ldual psychoeducatlonal assessme t.

The difterences between varlouis combinations of means are presented In the
last four columns of Table 32. P,-P, Is seen as an estimate of the dlscrepancy
between practitioners' views on qgalwfy of tralning and continuing education
need. FQ-EN provides a similar estimate of faculty views on program quallty
and need to Improve thel!r program. Pb-F and P -ON provides rough contrasts of
faculty and practitioner estimates of frglnlng ErOgram quallty and need to Improve.

42




S

0

&

' .
.

ferral Services

8) Counsel Ing
Methods/Skllis

9) Evaluation of
Intervent!ion
Outcomes

10) Interventions
Regular Educ.
for Learning
Problems

11) Interventlons
In Regular
Education for
Beh/Emot lonal
Problems

1+em

1) Behavlorél
Consultation

2) Mental Health
Consultation

3) Organization
Systems Consul

4) Remedlal
Education

5) Behavior
Management

6) Home-Based
Interventlions

7) Community Re-

P = Practitioners;

Ul
]

1986 NASP Survey - Reschly/Genshaft/Binder - 42

Qual Ity

P F
2.59 2,02
1.18 0.93
2.93 2.23
1.15 0.95
3.36 2,80
1.23  1.14
3.08 2.66
1.18 0.95
2.40 1.88
1.22 0.99
3.51 2.84
1.18 1,04
3.18 2.30
1.14 0.99
2,69 2.22
1.19 1.08
3.20 2.52
1.15 0.96
3.08 2.33
1.13 0,88
2,95 2.19
1.14 0.81

Faculty

Need/Des!re
To Improve
P . F
2.98 2.80
1.22 1.24
3.02 2.84
1.08 1,17
3.20 2.86
1.15 1.16
3.15 2.79
1.14 1.10
2,96 2.82
1.33  1.17
2.94 2,85
1.18  1.10
3.23 3,06
1.18 0,99
2.44 2,69
1.19 1.26
2,83 2.69
1.13  1.00

2.51 2.60
1.14  1.14

0.57

=0.05

0.25

0.37

0.57

0.66

Iable 33: Faculty and Practitioner Ratings Contlaued
Section 1l: Consultation Methods and lnterventlon Yechnlc as

Dltferences

FoFN
-0.78
-0.61
-0.06
-0.13
-0.94
-0.01
-0.76

-oo 47

=0.17

-0.27

0.67

0.88

0.47

0.68

0.75

0.76

0.34

0.36

0.14

0.09

0.17

-00 25

0.14

-0. 19
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These differences provide further support for the high degree of
similarity In ratings by the two groups, with some Interesting trends. Flrst,
practitioners evaluated tralning quellty lower than faculty on every Item.

s Second, the faculty Indlcated orly one area, neurop:ychology, where current
qual Ity was lower than need/desire to Improve. In all other areas, faculty
ratad current qual Ity higher than need/des!re to Improve thelr program.

Faculty and practitioner ratings of consultatlon methods and Intervention
techr.lques are presented In Table 33. Agaln, there was ccnslderable agreement
In the ratings of quallty and need to Improve; behavlor management recelved
the top rating In quallty and home=based Interventlons the lowest for both
groups. Ratings for need to Improve were agalin very simllar. The last Item
In the table, Intarventlions In reguiar educatlon for students wlth
behav loral/amotIcnal problems, recelved the hlighest rating from both groups
on need to Improve while community referral services received the lowest

Jable 34: Faculty Practitioper Ratings Contlinued
Sectlon Ill: Assessment and Intervontions with Special Populations

Need/Desire DI fferernces
Item Qu.'l1ty To Improve : Quallty Need
P F P Fo PPy Fofn  PoFo PN
1) Learning X 2.37 1.76 2.97 2.89 .. _ -
DIsabled s¢ 1.14 0.72 1.23 1.19 ~0.%0 ~-1.13 0.61 -0.08
2) Mildly X 270 2,00 3.42 3.02 _ i
Discled st ,.08 0.98 1.16 1.12 ~'.12 -1.02 0.30  0.40
3) Emotlonal ly X 2.8 2,06 233 2.64 ) .
Disturbed sd 1.1 0.78 1.17 1.06 048 -0.60 0.77 -0.31
4) Glfted A 3.35 2,66 3.37 291 _ _
sd 1.29 1.07 1.26 1,07 992 -0.25 0.69  0.46
5) Low Incldence X 3.49 3,07 2.85 2.73 \
(Sensory, sd 1.25 1.14 1.16 1.2 064 034 0.42  C.2
Severely, Hand-
Icapped, etc.)
6) B!l Ingual X 4.48 3.57 3.31 3,14
Students sd 0.93 1.20 1.17 1.08 '-17 0.43 0.91  0.17
7) Minorlty X 3.67 2.66 3.16 2.86 )
Student s od 116 194 104 T34 016 -0.20 1.01 0.30

P = Practitioners; F = Faculty
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rating from both groups. Trends ldent!fled In the differences comparisons In
the prevlious sectlon were also apparent In this section. Agaln, practitioners
always rated tralning quality lower than faculty; and faculty always rated
current training qual Ity higher than need to Improve.

The faculty and practitioner ratings of tralaling qual Ity and need to
improve over seven ltems deallng with assessment and Interventions with spec |2l
populations are presented In Table 34. MIld mental retardation and learning
disabllltles recelved the highest qual ity ratings from both groups and
bllInguai students was the lowest area for both groups. Emotlonally disturbed
recelved the highest rating for need to Improve for both groups, but dlfferent
areas recelved the lowest means for need to Improve, glfted for practitioners
and bllingual students for faculty.

The top and bottom areas In quality across the three sectlions are
summarized In Table 35. Agalin, the very high degree of similarity aiong
faculty and practitioner ratings, conducted Independently using slightly
different polnts of reference, was quite Impressive. For both top and bottom
ratings, four of the flve areas were the same for both groups.

Jable 35: Iap and Bottom Areas ln Quallty of Iralning

Top Areas Bottom Areas

Practitioner Facul tv Practlitioner Faculty

1) Intel|lgence 1) Intelllgence 1) Bl Ingual 1) BllInguz,

Students Students

2) Mild Mental 2) Learning 2) Neuro- 2) Neuro-
Retardation Disabled psychology psychology

3) Learning 3) Behavlior **3) Minor Ity 3) Low
Disabll Ity Management Students Incldenre

4) Behavlor 4) Ml|d Mental 4) Low 4) Home-Based
Management Retardation Incldence Intervent lons

*5) systematic *5) Behavlor 5) Home-Based '5) Organlzational/
Observaticn Consul tatlion Intervent lons Systems

Consultation

*
Nct on both |ists of top 5 areas. **Nof on both |Ists of bottom scores.

The top and bot+tom areas for continuing education need/desire and program
Improvement are presented In Table 36. Again, there was Impressive similarity
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In the practitlioner and faculty ratings, particularly In the areas most In need
of Improvement where 4 of the 5 were the same. Some 8 differences emerged !n
bottom prioritlies for need to Improve, where oniy 2 of the 5 areas were the
same for practlitioners and faculty.

Jable 36: Jop and Bottom Areas nn Need to Improve

Top Areas Bottom Areas
Practitionsr Faculty Pract!Itioner Facul ty
1) Neuro- 1) Neuro- 1) Intelllgence 1) Projectlves
psychol ogy psychology
2) Interventlions 2) Interventlons 2) Educatlonal 2) Intelllgence
In regular In regular Skllls
education for educsation for
behavioral/ behavioral/
emotlonal emot lonal
problems problems
3) Ctmotlonally 3) Interventions 3) MIld Mental 3) Bllingual
Disturbed In regular Retardation Students
education for
learning problens
*4) Counsel Ing 4) Emotlionally 4) Systematic 4) Communlty
Skllls Disturbed Observation Referral
5) Interventions  '5) Several 5) Glfted 5) MIld Mental
In regular were at 2,67 Retardation
education for to 2,69

lezirning problems

*leferen+ areas In top 5 for Practitioners and Faculty.

Two additlonal sets of comparisons were analyzed.. Flrst, the ratings of
Qual ity and Need where need was greater than quality were analyzed for faculty
and practitioners. These compurisons provide an ap.roximate Index of the size
of the d!fferences between perceptions of quallty and need. The largest
dlscrepancles might be seen as IndIcating the areas where practitloners and
faculty see the greatest need to Improvy. These discrepancles are summmarized
In Table 37.
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In Table 37, there Is, again, a high degree of simllarity In practitioner
and faculty ratings. Three of the areas wsre the same, which was the maxImum
possible because there were only three areas rated by faculty as higher In need
to Improve than current qual ity. The additlonal areas on the practitloner
priorities Involved interventions of varlous klnds.

Jable 37: Largast Discrepancies Between Need and Quality
Mhere Need is Higher than Quallify
Pract!tioner Facuity
1) Neuropsychology 1) Neuropsychology
2) BllIngual Students 2) BlllIngual Students
3) Interventions In Regular 3) Low Incldence

Education for Behavior/
Emotlional Problems

4) Low Incldence 4)

5) Tle: Interventions In 5)
Regular Educatlon for
Learning Problems and
Home-Based Interventlons

*There were only 3 areas rated by faculty as hlgher In need than current
qual ity.

The varlous results concerning faculty and practitioner ratings of
tralning quallty and need to Improve were quite consistent for the two groups
across varlous analyses. Neuropsychology was a top priorlty for both groups.
The usefulness of neuropsychological Information has been questlioned and
sharply disputed (Reschly & Gresham, In praess), but the preferences of facuity
and practitioners are qulte clear. Both groups deslire more emphaslis on
neuropsychology. The other prlorities are genera!ly In areas related to
Interventions, particularly regular educatlon Interventions for students with
learning and/or behavl!oral probiems. Theso prloritles, In contrast to
neuropsychology, seem to ba closely related to the NASP commitment to
development of alternative services within regular educatlon for students now
classifled as mlldly handlcapped and served In speclal educatlion.
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Assassmant Procedures Survay

A listing of assessment procedures/Instruments organized Into nine
sections was included on the practitioner (Blue Form) and faculty surveys.
Practitioners were asked to estimate the number of times per month they used

Erequency of lse of Adaptive Behavlcr Measures

2Supervlsed

1 - frequency per Month Practice

Instrument X s.d. 0 1=5 6-10 11 In Program
Vineland Revised 1.72 2,92 47.9% 43.4% 7.5 1,0% 61.0%
siB 0.27 1.54 91.7%  7.4%  0.4%  0.4% 16.0%
CTAB 0.06 0.46 97.9% 2.0 0.08 0.0% 11.0%
AAMD-PS 0.63 1.49 71.7% 26.3%  2.1%  0.0% 38.0%
CABS 0.28 1.27 9 0% 9.65 0.0  0.4% 25.0%
ABIC 0.15 0.67 93,33 6.6% 0.0  0.0% 25.0%
AAMD-C| Inical 0.12 0.78 95.8% 3.8  0.4%  0.0% 6.0%
Other 0.93 3.54 84.6% 10.08  4.28  1.2% 25.0%

‘Key: Vineland Revised = Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales

$I1B = Scales of Independent Behavior

CTAB = Comprehensive Test of Adaptive Behavior

AAMD=PS = American Assoclation on Mental Deficlency - Public School

or School Edition

CABS = Chiicren's Adaptive Behavior Scale

ABIC = Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children

AAMD-=Cl Inical = American Assoclation on Mental Deficlency - Clinlcal

Edition

2In the last column, the percent of programs providing supervlsed practice In
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was defined, "The
student will actually administer, write-up, and interpret at |east one
test/procedure. The 61§ for the Vineland Revised means that 61f of the faculty
responding Indicated supervised practice In use of the Vineland
Revised was provided In their program.
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each instrument/procedure. Faculty members were asked to check whether
students recelved supervised practice, demonstration and review, or no exposure
for each instrument/orocedure, bractice was defined as, "The
student will actually administer, write up, and Interpret at least one test."
Demonstrated and reviewad was defined as, "The test/procedure Is described and
demonstrated." Not coverad was defined as, "The test/procedure may be
mentioned In a text or lecturs, but Is not demonstrated or used."

The results for the practitioner and faculty samples are presented In
Tables 38-47. Means, stand»~d deviations, and the percent of respondents
Indicating the frequenzy with which they used various instruments are provided
for the practitioner smple. In the far right column of each table the percent
of faculty responden’s indicating supervised practice for each
Instrument/procedure Is reported.

Jable 29: Assassment Procedures Survey: Abilltv/intel!igence

Stanford=-Binet

Bayley

McCarthy

PPVT-R

W=J Ability

Other

1.57
0.26
0.59
2,42
0.85
0.75

2,31
1.02
2.31
5.01
2.86
3.19

40.0%
87.9%
76.7%
60.6%
80.9%
83.8%

55.5%
11.3%
22,28
26.5%
13.7%
12.8%

2.3¢%
0.8%
0.4%
6.2%
4.1%
1.6%

0.8%
1.0%
0.0%
6.6%
1.2%
1.6%

2Supervlsed

1 - Frequency per Month Practice

I nstrument X s.d. 0 1=5 6-10 11 in Program
K-£8C 1.33 3.65 62.1% 32.6% 2.9% 2.5% 52.0%
Wechsler 9.92 17.16 4,13 23.3% 41.6%3 3C 9% 97.0%

92.0%
24.0%
46.0%

63.0%

57.0%

59.0%

1Key: K-ABC = Kaufman Assessment Battery for Chiidren
PPYT-R = Peabody Picture Vocabuiary Test = Revised
McCerthy = McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilitles
Wechsler = Any of the Wechsler Scales

W-J Ability = Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive

2ln the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised practice 'n
use of the Instrument is presented. Supervised practice was defined, "The studeit,
will actually administer, write-up, end interpret at least one test/procedure.
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Adaptive Behaviar. The results in Table 38 Indlcate that adaptive
behavior Is not assessed very often by school psychologists. The most
trequently used Instrument Is the Vineland-Revised, which could be tie Survey,
Classroom, or Expanded Forms. This Instrument was 10t.used very ofte., perhaps
twice per mcath by the typlical practitioner. The second Instrument In
frequoncy of use was the Schgol Form of the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scales, but
It was not used very often (X = 0,63). Other adaptive behavlor measures,
Including two technlically sound Instruments published In 1984, the CTAB and the
SIB, are used rarely (recall that these data were collected In the 1985-86
school year). The faculty responses concerning supervised practice with each
instrument were very simllar to practitioner uss, a pattern that will become
very fam!l lar as the results In thls sectlon are revlewed.

Ablittv/intelligence. The dominance of the Wechsler Scales In the
abllity/Intell Igenc.e section of the assessment procedures survey Is apparent In
Tabls 39. The ~san frequency per month for the Wechsler Scales was more than
four times the mean of the next Instrument (the PPYT-R) and over six times the
mean frequency cf the Stanford-Binet. The PPVT-R, ususily seen as a brlef
screening measure, Is typically used with another instrument such as a
Wechsler, Binet, or K-ABC. 7Thus, the domlnance of the Wechsler Is even more

Iable 40: Assessmant Procedures Survay: Achlavement Scresning
2

Supervlised

1 - Frequency per Month Practice

Instrument X s.d. 0 1-5 . 6-10 11 In Program
WRAT-R 5.14 17.25 41.9% 26.1F 15.7% 16.1% 79.0%
PIAT 1.49 3.89 71.4% 20.4% 6.6% 1.6% 66.0%
W=J Ach 4.34 6.47 51.58 19.5% 15.3% 13.5% 67.0%
Woodcock Rdg 1.16 2,90 72,28 22.4% 3.7% 1.6% 46.0%
Other 1.17  3.77 84.2% 7.9% 4.1% 3.7% 54,0%

lkeys WRAT-R = Wide Range Achlevement Test - Revised

PIAT = Peabody Indlividual Achlevement Test
W-d Ach = Woodcock-Johngon Achievement
Woodcock Rdg = Woodcock Readlng

zln the |ast column, the percent of programs providing superviced practica In
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was defined, *The
student wl'| actually administer, write-up, and Interprot at |east one
test/procedure.
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pronounced than the actual rank order of the Instruments indicates. Agaln, the
supervised prectice percentages were very simlilar to the frequency of use, with
the Stanford-Binet as & low exce;tlion. This venerable denlzen of the school
psychology professlon I|s far more prominent In graduate training than actu-I|
practice. However, the position In both realms may change with the new Binet
which was, at the time of this survey, Jvst entering the market.

Achlavement Jasts. Statistics reflecting frequency of use and supervised
practice for screening and dlagnostic achlevement tests are provided in Tabies
40 and 41. Again, there Is rather close ¢ rrespondence between what Is taught
In tralning programs and what Is used by practitloners. The aost frequently
used achlevement measure Is the WRAT-R, a troubling result In view of the very
negative revlews of this Instrument's technlcal adequacy (Salvia & Ysseldyke,
1985; Witt, 1986). The Woodcock-Johnson, PIAT, and Key-Math, generally
regerded as technlically adequate at least for screening, were used fairly
frequently and are usually taught In programs.

Iable 41: Assessmeni Procedures Survay:

Achlevemant Disguostic

2Supervlsed

1 - Frequency per Month Practice

Instrument X s.d. 0 1-5 6-10 11 In Program
Durrel | 0.40 2.34 94.28 3.3% 1.28 1.2% 20,0%
Gates-McG 0.11  0.57 96.3% 3.7% ~ 0.08  0.0% 15.0%
Gray Oral 0.27 1.43 93.4% 5.3% 0.8%  0.4% 29.0%
BrIgance 0.44 1,40 83.05 15.4%  1.2%  0.4% 33.0%
Key Math 1.12 2,75 67.6% 27.3% 3.3%5  1.6% 59.0%
IRI 1.35  4.47 80.5% 13.3%  2,1%  4.0% 32.0%
Other 1.55 5.95 87.15  4.6% 4.1% 4,03 42,0%

1Key: Gates-McG = Gates-McGInite

IRl = Informal Readling Inventory

2In the last column, the percent of programs providirg supervised practice in
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was defined, "The

student will actually adminlster, write-up, and Interpret at least one
test/procedure.

o1
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Flaurg Deawings. The practitioner and faculty sam,ies
provided informetion on use anc tralning concerning varlous project!ve
devices. The results In Table 42 unequivocally Indicate the continulng
popularity of several procedures often criticlized as technically flawed. The
Draw-A-Person, House-Tree-Person, and Klnetic Famlly Drawings are all used
falrly frequentiy, generally more frequently than achlevement measures. These
practitioner use patterrs match the supsrvised practice results a'most
perfectly, suggesting agaln the close correspondence between graduate program
tralning and actual practice. These results also Indicate that use of these
questicnable Instruments/proceduices Is |lkely to continue far Into the future,
since current students are, by and large, recelving supervised practice In
these areas.

Iable 42: Assessment Pracedurss Survey: Projectives/Flgure Drawings
2

Supervised
1 - Frequency per Month Practice
| nstrument X s.d. 0 1-5 6-10 11 In Program
Rorschach 0.93 2.98 80.1% 15.4% 2,08 2.4% 42,0%
Draw A Person 7.80 8.06 22,08 27.8% 25.2%8 24.8% 75.0%

House Tree Person 4,01 6.43 47.7% 24.1% 18.2% 2.9% 60.0%

XFD 3.50 5.26 43.6% 34.4% 14,05  7.8% 57.0%
TAT 1.93 4.56 61.4% 29.9% 4.58  4.0% 64.0%
Other 2.48 5.43 64.3% 19.8% 10.08  5.8% 47.0%

1Key: KFD = Klnetlc Famlly Drawing
TAT = Thematlc Apperception Test

2ln the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised gractice In
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was deflined, "The

student wll| actually administer, write-up, and Interpret at least one
test/procedure.

Percaptual-Motor Instruments. The 1ist of perceptual motor Instruments

was not as thorough as It should have been due to an oversight on our part.
The IIst In the faculty survey Included several Instruments that did not appear
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on the practitioner from (see Appendices B and D). Although two or three
Instruments that do nct appear In Table 43 were probably used to a moderate
degree, the major fir-’‘ng was not affected. Specifically, the Bender Is the
most widely usod and most frequently taught Instrument In thie area. The
Bender also Is criticized because of |Im!+ations In technical adequacy (Salvia
& Ysseldyke, 1985). Nevertheless, It Is nearly always taught In training
programs and Is frequently used.

mng.-. Asscasment Procedures Survey: Paercuptual/Motor

2Supervlsod
1 - Frequency per Mc~th Pructice
Instrument X s.d. 0 1=5 6-10 11 In Program
Bender 8.99 17.25 14.28 23.88 29.7% 32.3% 87.0%
Benton VRT 0.28 1.28 91.6§  6.8% 1.7% 0.0% 16.0%
Frostlg 0.09 0.52 94.58 5,08 0.4% 0.0% 8.0%
VAKT 0.13 0.67  95.48 4.2 0.45 0.0  10.0%
Other 3.12 5.05 56.9% 22.5% 12.5% 7.9% 44.0%

1Koys Benton VRT = Benton Visual Retentlon Test
VAKT = Visual, Auditory, Kinesthetic, Tactlle

2In the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised practice In

use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was deflned, "The
student wil! actually administer, write-up, and Interpret at |east one
test/procedure. '

Meaasuras. FKoasults concerning four kinds of Informal measures are
presented In Table 44. Here there was some difference In practitioner use and
graduate program supervised practice. Practitioners Indicated greater use of
unstructured Interview and anecdotal classroom observation while faculty
reported somewhat greater emphasis on structured Interview and behavioral
observation. These differences were not large and both groups Indlcated
unstructured Intervies was the most prominent Informal procedure.
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Jablae 44: Assessment Proceduras Survay: Jnformal Measures |

1%mnhw
- Frequency per Month Practice
Instrument/Procedure X  s.d. 0 1=5 6-10 11 In Progrem

Structured Inter- 2.44 4.98 65.1% 21.5% 6.6% 6.7¢ 69.0%
view (Prob. ldent.
Interview)

Unstructured 9.57 10.45 14.3% 25.6% 30.7% 29.4% 77.0%
Interview

Structured Class- 4,97 6.06 33.2% 34.3% 20.1% 12.2% 75.0%
rvom Observation
(Behavloral)

Unstructured 6.99 8.93 18.9% 42.8% 21.4% 16.8% 62.0%
(Anecdotal)
Classroom
Observation

Other 0.59 2.90 92.4% 3.2% 3.4% 0.8% 44,08

1ln the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised practice In
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practice was defIned, "The

student wlll actually .administer, write-up, and Interpret at least one
test/procedure.

Checkllists and Rating Scales. A list of checklIsts and rating scales was
provided on one of the practitioner forms and the faculty survey. The
procedures |isted by neme were not used very frequently, and not taught In the
majority of programs. The most frequently used categorles In both samples were
"other-teacher” and "othe: -parent.® [t appears that locally developed, non-
commerclal assessment devices are used falrly frequently by practitlioners and
Included In about two~thirds of the graduate programs. Formal, publ Ished
Instuments such as those |isted In Table 45 are not used very often. The
technical adequacy of several of these Instruments, e.g., the SBA, kalker, and
Achenbach-Edelbrock, Is falrly good. These devices certalnly fare better than
the WRAT and Bender In most reviews of tech.lcal adequacy, and have the added
advantage of belng much more closely related to classroom Interventions, an
area where continuing education and program Improvement are needed according to
results presented in the prevlious section.
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Iable 45: Assessment Procedures Survey: Checklists/Rating Scales

2Supef'vlsed

1 - Frequency per Month Practize

Instrument/Procedirre X  s.d. 0 1=5 6~10 11 In Program
MVP| : 0.24 1.19 91.28 7.52 0.8%  0.4% 36.0%
SBA 0.33 2.27 94.1% 4.5%  0.4%  0.8% 11.0%
Walker 0.55 1.81 84.0%8 10.4% 2.5%  0.4% 23.0%

Achenbach,Edelbrock 0.52 2,02 89.6% 7.6% 1.2% 1.7% 21.9%

Other = Completed 3.47  5.51 47.5% 32.5% 11.7%  8.3% 62.0%
by Teacher

Other = Completed 2,06 5.04 §3.8% 24.6% 7.1%  4.4% 63.0%
by Parent

1I(ey: MMP! = Minnesota Multiphasic Personal ity Inventory

SBA = Soclal Behavioral Assessment
Walker = Walker Problem Behavior Checkl ist

2In the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised practice in
use of the Instrument Is presented. Supervised practics was defined, "The

student will actualiy administer, write-up, and interpret at least one
test/procedure.

Battarias and Miscellaneous. Results for a |!st of varlous batterles,
e.0., SOMPA and M=MAC, a.d miscellaneous Instruments/procedu- sre reported in
Table 46. There Is 11+tle to discuss here, other than the n» total absence
of use or graduate trainin’ In thase areas. These results Ind!~ate that two
large scale, comprehensive batteries, the M-MAC and SOMPA, are largely Ignored
bv practitioners and by graduate prograu facul+ty.

a
9]




1986 NASP Survey - Reschly/Genshaft/Binder - 55

Iable 46: Assessment Proredurss Survey: Betiariaes and Miscellaneous

' 2Suporvlsed
1 - Frequency per Month Practice
Instrument/Procedure X  s.d. 0 1-5 6-10 11 In Program

SOMPA-Soclocul tural 0.25 2,02 95.4% 3.8% 0.0% 0.8% 13.0%

SOMPA-Heal th 0.19 1.68 95.8%5 3.7%  0.08  0.4% 11.08
SOMPA=PD 0.13 1.63 97.9% 1.7%  0.08  0.4% 9.0%
SOMPA-ELP 0.11  1.19 J6.65 2.9% 0.08  0.4% 9.0%
M-MAC 0.00 0,00 100.08 0.08 0.08 0.0% 10.0%
Devalopmental 0.20 0.98 93.2f 6.5 0.4% 0.0% 16.0%
Check| I'st
LPAD (or Varlation) 0.06 0.00 99.26 0.8%  0.05  0.0% 6.0%
Boehm 0.27 1.07 88.6% 10.4%  0.8% 0.0 17.08
Bracken 0.24 1.48 94.65 4.1%  0.08  1.2% 7.0%

1Key: SOMPA = System of Multicultural Plurallstic Assessment

PD = Physical Dexterlty

ELP = Est.mated Learning Potent!al

M~-MAC = McDermott .

LPAD = Learning Potentlal Assessment Devlice
Boehm = Boehm Test of Baslic Concepts
Bracken = Bracken Baslc Concept Scale

2In the last column, the percent of programs providing supervised practice In
use of the Instrument s presented. Supervised practice was defIned, "The
student will actually administer, write~up, and Interpret at least one
test/procedure.

. A summary of the results of the assessment procedures survey Is
provided In Teble 47. The most frequently used measures In the practice of
school psychology are the Wechsler Scales, unstructured Interview, the Bender,
the Draw=-A-Psrson, Unstructured Classroom Observation, and the WRAT. None of
these Is closely related to Interventions for learning or behavioral probiems,
In rogular or speclal education. All are more |lkely to be used In
eligibll ity determination In preplacement or re-evaluations of students. The
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results from the survey of faculty were virtually Identical. The oniy
exception In the top six Instrumenis was the Stanford-Blnet, which was the
second ranking Instrument In the faculty survey, but did not appear In the top
10 on the practitioner survey.

lAnstruments/Procedures

Pract!itloner 1Facul'l'y Responses:

Rank Order of Instiument Estimates Percent Providing

dn Practitionar Sample limes per Month  Supervised Practice

1. Wechsler Scales 9,92 97% (1)

2. Unstructured interview 9.57 77% (5)

J. Bender 8.99 87% (3)

4, Draw A Person 7.80 758 (6 tle)

5. Unstructured Classroom 6.99 62% (not In tcp 10)
Observation

7. Structured Classroom 4,97 758 (6 tle)
Observatlion :Behavloral)

8. Woodcock=Johnson Achlevement 4,34 67% (9)

9. House-Tree~Person 4,01 60% (not In top 10)

10. Kinetic Famlly Drawing 3.50 57% (not In top 10)

1The rank order position of each Instrument In tho Faculty sample results is
IndIcated by the number In parentheses. Seven of the top 10 Instruments were
the same for both samples. The dlifferences were: Rank order 2 In the faculty
results was the Stanford Blnet (92%); 8 was structured Interview (69%); and 10
was the Peabody Individual Achlevement Test (66%). Otherwlse, the same
Instruments appeared In the top 10 for both groups.
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These results suggest much work Is needed for the development and
Implementation of psychological services consistent with the alternative
dellvery system(s) supported by NASP (Reschly, 1987). One of the major changes
In the alternative dellvery systems Is |lkely to be greater emphasis on the
development and delivery of services within regular education. Current
assesshont practices emphasizing classification of students as handicapped,
l.e., oligibliity determination, would quite |Ikeiy be reduced, 1f not
virtually eliminated, In the alternative models. And the need f.~ the kind of
assessmont that predominates now In tralning and practice x!ll be sharply
reduced. The venerable Instruments that are taught most frequently and used
most often, the Wechsler Scales, the Bender, and the WRAT, have |I°tie, If any,
relevance to regular education Interventions because they yleld almost no
useful Information on yhat or how to teach or Intervene. The Wechsler Scales
are useful In estimating the degree, and |lkely resistance to remsdlation, of
achlevement problems, or the |lkellhood of the need for long-term servic.s and
an alternate curriculum. However, the numbers of students who are currentiy
placed gut of the regular curriculum usually Into speclal classes, Is a
relatively small percent of the mildly hand!capped, about 20, mostly
classifled as miidly mental|y retarded. The vast majority of the mlldly
handicapped .re classified as learning disabled and are In part-time speclal
education programs which maintain them in the regular curriculum. I+ Is LD
students with whom we spend most of our time (see Table 29) and about whom we
express doubts concerning whether they are really handicapped (see Table 31).

The kind of assessment required in alternative dellvery systems Is
reasonab’y well known. Far greater emphasis wil| be placed on assessment
within natural settings, particularly, precise determination of academic
skllls, careful measurement of soclal skills and task related behavliors, and
detalled examination of, as well as systematic chenges In, Instruction. The
traditional Inctruments described above are largely Irrelevant In this kind of
assessment. Behavioral assessment and curriculum based measurement are
Intimately related to the kind of assessment required In the alternative
dellvery systems endorsed by NASP (Grimes & Reschly, 1986; Reschly & Casey,
1986). These skilis clearly need to be higher priorities In graduate programs
and continulng education In order for school psychologlists to prepare for a
different future that we seek, but may not, as a profession, be ready to
serve. Clyarly, much work remains to be done In reforming hoth graduate
programs and the practice of school psychology.




-

1986 NASP Survey - Reschly/Genshzft/Binder - 58

Bafarences

Grimes, J, P., & Roschly, IJ. J. (1986). Ralavant educationai assessment and

Anterventior model (RE-AIM). l))ecf proposal funded tg the United
States Department of Educaﬂon. es Moines, IA: iowa Department of

Education, Bureau of Speclal Education.

Reschly, D. J. (1987). Special education reform: School psychology
revolution. Manuscript submitted for publication. Ames, |A: lowz State
University, Department of Psychology.

Reschiy, D. J., & Casey, A. (1986). Bahavioral concultation., Ames, |A: lowa
State Unive-sity, Department of [’sychology, Project RE-AIM.

Reschly, D. J., & Gresham, F. M. (in press). Current neuropsychological
dlagnosis of learning probiems: A leap of faith. In C. R. Reynolds

(Ed.), Chlld neurcpsychology techniques of diagnosis and ireatment. New

York: Plenum.

Salvla, J., & Ysseldyke, 1, (1985). Assassment In special and remedial
aducation (3rd ed.). Zoston: Houghton=Mifflin.

Witt, J. C. (1986). Review of the Wide Range Achlevement Test-Rev!sed.
Jdournal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 4, 87-90.




Appendix A 59

NATICONAL SURVEY OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

November, 1985 Practitioner Sampie

|. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10}

11)

Sex (check): Male___ Femaula_____

Age (check): under 25 25-34_____ 35-44 _____
45-54 _ 55=-64 over 64

Years of exper.ence as a school psychologlst?

Dc you have a certlificate as a teacher? Yes No.

If yes, In what area(s)?

elementary. secondary, speclal education_____

Have you taught on a full=-time basls? Yes No_

If yes, please specify level and years of experience.

What Is your level of graduate educatlion In schoo! psychology?

—Masters Degree (about 30 semester .ours)
—Masters Degree (about 45 semester hours)
—_Specialist Degree (about 60 semester hours)

— Doctoral Degree

*+ what Institutions have you done graduate work In school psychology?
lnstitution Name Location Major

a)
Degree_______  Year —

b)
Degree__ ... Year.

What Is the primery setting of your employment? (check)

a) public schools______ b) col'ege or unlversity

b) private practice____ d) Institutional/residential

e) other (speclfy)

What Is the nature of the ccmuwunity of your primary employment setting? (check)
a) largely urban_____ b) largely rural
c) largely suburban____ d) combinatlion of
(speci fy)
What is the ratlo of school psychologists to students In your setting

(for example, one psychologlst per 2,000 studenis)?

What per cent of the students In your setting are minority?

What per cent of these students are: black.__ ___; Hispanic ;
Orlental

s Netlve Indlan_____.
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12) Do you spend more than 25% of your time on a speclal assignment with a
specific type of handicapped student (e.g., hearing Impaired, severely
retarded, etc.)? Yes Na
It yes, please describe.

13) What Is your annual salary pald by your primery employer? (check)
a) below $10,000 g) $25,000~$29,999

b) $10,000-$12,999____. h) $30,000-$34,999_____
c) $13,000-$15,999____ . 1) $35,000-339,999_____
d) $15,000-$18,999_____ J) $40,000-$44,999__ _ _
e) t19,000-$21,999 ____ k) $45,000-$45,999____
t) $<2,000~$24,999 1) $50,000 & over
14) Are you gngaged In outsl!de/secondary employment? Yes No,
It yes, please check the type of employment below:
a) private practice____. b) teach at col lege/university.
c) consult with schools d) consult with agencles____

e) other (specify)
I+ no, do you plan to engage In outside empioyment In the .uture? It so,
please specity.

15) What Is the approximate amount of anrual income from outslde/secondary

emp |oyment?
—belor $ 1,000 —$1,000~$5, 000 $5, 000~-$10, 000
ower $10,000 | prefer +o NOT disclose this Informat lon.

16) |Is your Income as a school psychologist (check one):

a. the principal source of Income In your household

— . abouy equal to another source of Income In your household
(e.g., sSpouse's lncome)

c. secondary to wnother source of Income In your household

I1. MEMBER INVOQ!I VEMENT IN PUBLIC RELATIONS AND POLICY ADVOCACY:

1) To what extent are you Involved with the ~ctivities of NASP or state and
lecal school psychology groups on legislation, standards, public
relations, and chlld advocacy?

1 2 3 4 5
/ /. /. / _/
Yery Much Some Very Little

2) Would you be willing to contact your Senators or members of Congress?
Tes No Not Sure

3) would you be willing to Inform other groups about school psychology by

spesking at thelr meet /ngs? Yos -No _Not Certain
Q 4) How much time per week would you be willing to devote to school psychology
EMC publ ic relations and policy advocacy work?
__None o___Uptot hour —1-2 hours Over 2 hours
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Il. NASP SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES: PRIORITIES AND IMPORTANCE.
In your opinion, how Important are the following NASP services and

61

activities? Please circlie the number which corresponds o your rating where:

1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / B/ /. ) Opinion
Cruclal Moderate Low Priority —
Top Priority Importance Less Important
Flrst
No
Top Moderate Low Opinion

1) Development and Implementaticn of YA Y A | /—/
standards for graduate programs. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Public Information end publIc e d S [/ /—/
relations activities. 1 2 3 4 5

3) Lialson with other professional YA S Y | /—/
and advucacy groups. 1 2 3 4 5

4) Assistance to State Associatlons keSS /—/
of School Psychologlis*s. 1 2 3 4 5

5) Publications (Ravlew and oS /—/
Communiquae). 1 . 3 4 5

6) Publications and monographs (e.g., YA S S A | /—/
Bast Practices In School 1 2 3 4 5
Psychology) ‘

7) Professlional development training YA A S A | /—/
packages In various formats (written, 1 2 3 4 5
videotape, computer dlsk, etc.).

8) Influencing state leglislation, YA Y S | /—/
rules, regulations, and pollicy. 1 2 3 4 5

9) Development and promotion of YN A A | /—/
qual Ity standards for school 1 z 3 4 5
psychological services In schools
(ratlos, support, etfc.).

10) Development and promotion of o o S ] /—/
rights end opportunities In regard 1 2 3 4 5
to |icensure for private practice.

11) Influencing Federal legisiation, YA A A S i
rules, regulations, and policy. 1 2 3 4 5

12) Conventlon program and workshops. Y/ A S e | /—/

1 2 3 4 5
o 13) Providing opportunities to purchase /———/_/___/.___/ /—/
professional |lablilty Insure~ce 1 2 3 4 3

covering public and private practice.

3
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T
14) Providing opportunities for more Y A A A | /]
Involvement with Internatlional 1 2
school psychology, e.g., sponsoring

study tours.
15) Promoting change In current b S ] I—/
del fvery system such as non- 1 2 3 1 5

categorical funding, Increased
development and use of regular
education remedlal ¢-tlons for
the mildly handlicapped, etc.

16) Comments on Prioritles.

I11. COMPUTER USE:

1) Do you have 2asy access 1o a micro-computer In your work setting?
Yes No

If yes, what Is the brand name of the computer?
—Apple or Apple Conpatible Commodore
—__1BM or IBM Compatible Other (Please specify)

TRS 80
2) Do you have access to a computer at home?
Yes No
If yes, what Is the brand?
—_Apple or Appie Compatible —Commodore
___|BM or IBM Compatible Other (Please speclify)
TRS 80
3) Do you have a modem?
Yes (home) Yes (Both)
Yes (work) N0
4) Do you have access to Speclal Net? Yes No

5) How do you use the computer now? (Please check all that apply.)
Nord processing Spread sheet

fest analysis ——-Research
—Report writing Statistics

Graphing —Software review
—.Lounsel ing — Academic remediation
——Data base —Management

Other. Please specify
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IV. NASP EXECUTIVE/OFFICE STRUCTURE:

Alternatives to the current part-time executive manager - decentrallzed
offlce structure will be considered by the NASP Delegate Assembly In the near
future. Members' views on these matters are very Important. Please respond
+o the foljowing Items using the rating scale provided, or, when

appropriate, Indicate no opinion or lack of knowledge.

1Y Do you find the current exscutlve manager - office structure confusing?
Yes No No Oplinfon_____

2) How would you rate your communications with the NASP management where:

1 2 3 4 5 No

/ _/ / / / Opinlon
Yery Prcapt Moderate Slow & —

8 Efficient or Inefficlent /]
Very Reponsive Average Not Very

to my Requests Responslve

3) Are the procedures for galning access to varlous NASP services clear to
you? Yes No. No Opinlon

4) How effective Is the current office - manager structure?

1 2 3 4 5 No

/ / _/ / _/  Opinlon
Verv Average Ineffectlive —_
Effective /

5) A central offlce would Improve services to members and enhancu
accomp| Ishment of NASP priorities.

1 2 3 4 5 No

/ /. / /. _/  Oplnion
Strongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree D Isagree I/

6) Full=+Ime staff would Improve serv!ces to members and enhance
accomp! Ishment of NASP priorities,

1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / /. / _/ Opinlon
Strongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree Disagree /—/

7) Comments:
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V. SPRING DELEGATE ASSEMBLY - EXECUTIVE BOARD (DA-ER) REIMBURSEMENT:

As you may know, NASP Delegates, Directors, and Officers are relmbursed for
expenses Incurred for participating In the Fall Delegate Assembly - Executlve
Board (DA-EB) meeting. Members of the EB (Regional Directors and Officers)
are relmbursed for expenses Incurred for the July and January EB meetIngs.
Expenses Incurred for participating In the Spring DA-EB are not relmbursed.
That meeting Is scheduled during, Just before, or Immedlately after the NASP
Annual Convention.

A proposal to begin reimbursement of Delegates, Directors, and Offlicers for
attending the Spring DA-EB wll| be considered by the DA-EB In April, 1986 in
meetings held Immediately after the 1986 Convention. Although there are many
pro and con conslderations, the major arguments are: (1) Requiring
delegates, directors, #.. officers to assume full responsibl. ity for the
spring EB-DA expenses creates a hardshlip for some persons and may dlscuurage
participation by some members; vs (2) Reimbursement would consume funds wh!ch
are needed to support other obJectives of the assoclatlon, and attending the
national convention Is a responsibllity of WASP members.

Your opinlons on this Issue are very Important to the DA-EB del Iberatlors.

1) Have you participated In NASP !eadership? Yes, No__
If yes. Indicate: ___Delegate ___Director ____Offlcer
. Committee Chalr

2) Would (or has) the absence of relmbursement for the Spring DA-EB held at
the conventlion Influence your decislon to be active In the NASP
1eadershlp? Yes Makes |Ittie difference __ Yo

3) Would (or does) your employer or your state assoclation relmburse your
expenses ¢or attending the DA-EB at the NASP conventlon?

Yes (full or partlal) No Uncertaln or | don't know
If Yes or Uncertaln on Item 3, then answer Items 4 & 5. If No to Item 3,
go to Item 6.

4) How much relmbursement Is (or would be) provided?

—Full  _____Partial
If Partlal, what amount or percent of costs would be paid?

5) Would your employer or your state assoclation continue to reimburse your

expenses |F relimbursement from NASP were avallable?
Yes No Pon't know

6) Do you think NASP should reimburss the expenses of Delegates, Dlrectors,
and Offlcers at the Spring DA-EB?

Yes No No OplInlon

If you answered Yes to Iten 6, please Indicate the level of relmbursement

that seems most approprlate to you.

Lavel of Ralmbursement Estimated Cost
—_Meals only for the 2-3 days that the DA-EB meets $ 3-$ 5,000
———Jlodgling only (for the 2-3 days that the DA-EB meets) $ 3-$ 5,000
—Meals and lodging $ 6-$10,000
——lravel only $25-340, 000

cmmF Ul | reimbursemen: 65 $30-$50, 000
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V1. SCHOOL PSYCHC.OGY CREDENTIALING (Note. In this section, llcensa refers to
legal authority to engage In private practice, and certification refers to
legal authority to practice in the public schools):

1. Are you certifled to provide services In schools as a school psychologlist?
Yes. No

2. Are you |lcensed for private practice? Yes. No.
If yes, as a generic psychologist. or specifically as a school
psychologlst.
If no, do *ou desire to be |lcensed? Yes. Na

3, Do you bel leve that nondoctoral school psychologists should eligible to be
I lcensed? Yes No.

4. Do you presently have a Ilcensure iaw for school psychologists In your
state which allows for |icensing of nondoctoral school psychologists?

Yes. No Don't know.

If yes, please respond to the following: .

a. Are you presently licensed at the nondoctoral level? Yes No.
If NO, do you Intend to seek nondoctoral Ifcensing In the future?
Yes. No,

.. In your opinion, how Important an issue Is nondoctoral |icensing for the

orofassion of school psychology?
extremely Important 1 2 3 4 5 not at a!i Important

6. How Important an Issue Is nondoctoral |lcensing for you personaliy?
extremely Important 1 2 3 4 5 not at all Important

7. Rank order the fol lowing reasons some people, possibly yoursel f, would
consider nondoctoral |icensirg Important to the profaession, where i=most
important and 6=least Important. That Is, use each number from 1 to 6
only once.

a. Protects the pub:ic from those individuals who are grossly

Incompetent to practice.

Provides assurances to the public that services are being

provided by qualified professionals.

c. Communicates to the public that they are entitled to

administrative redress In the event of negl igent, Incompetent, or

unethical practices on the part of the professional.

Helps the fleld define the roles and norms of its practitioners

as wel| as establ ish a professional Identity.

Provides the fiald w!+h a symbol of respectabil ity and

accountability signaling It as an establ Ished profession.

f. Enables the profession to gain a monopoly over practice.

e Do

9. Rank order the following reasons some people, possibly yourself, would
cons lder nondoctoral |lcensing Issues Important personally, where 1=most
Importaiit and 5=least Important. Again, us® each number from 1 to 5 only once.
e. Provides a possibllity of Increased Income.
b. Provides for greater professional autonomy and Independence.

— . ¢ Provides options for employment in different settings.
_=_ d. Yakes third-party payments more | Ikely.

.. _BC
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e. Increases viabllity of private practice.

10. Rank order the following reasons some people, possibly yourself, would
nat conslder nondoctoral |lcensing Issues Important parsonally, where
1=most Important reason and 4=least Important reason. Again, use 2ach
number from 1 to 4 only once.

a. Don't have the time to work outside the school system.

— b. Not Interested In working outside the school system.

c. Don't feel they have the skllls to work outside the school system.

— d. Don't feel they have the confidence to work outside the school

systom,

11. Do you think that the state or natlonal school psychology organization
should support and work for |lcensure at the nondoctoral level?
If yes, which organizations? Mo___
NASP, APA State School Psychology Organlzation All

12, Please read the following Items carefully, and then circle the number on
the 1 to 5 scale that best represents your foellngs or oplnlons.
Please note, these Items are hvoothetlcal. They do not represent current
pollcy, nor options for the future. They do provide a basls for estimating
sentIment among practicing school psychologlsts regarding what has been a
very controverslal Issue.

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Agree Disagree

a. Although | may not practice

Independently, It Is Important 1 2 3 4 5

that | have the right to do so. / / / / /
b. The doctoral level Is the

appropriate entry level for 1 2 3 4 5

private practice. [ / J / /
c. Resolution of the Independent

practice Issue between NASP 1 2 3 4 5

and APA Is Important. / _/ _/ / _/
d. NASP spends too much time workling

toward Independent practice for 1 2 3 4 5

nondoctors! school psychologists. / ) / / /
e. The right to engage in private

practice Is not relevant to most 1 2 3 4 5

nondoctoral school psychologlsts. / / . / /
f. | would support a NASP weclsion

to endorse the doctoral entry 1 2 3 4 5

level for Independent practice. / / / / /
g. | could support a JolInt NASP/APA

resolution supporting nondoctoral

entry and private practice

through 1995, at which time the

doctoral level would becomes the 1 2 3 4 5

o entry level. / / / _J/ /

ERIC &7
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h. Nondoctoral practitioners do not
have suffictent training to
practice Independentiy.

I. NASP should contlinue current
positions regarding ncidoctoral

Strongly
Agree Neutral
1 2 3

/ —/ _/

Independent practice In both the 1 2 3
publlc and private sectors. / J —/
Js Comments,
THANK YOUI
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NATIONAL SURVEY OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

Movember, 1985 Practitloner Sample

|. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

1) Sex (check): Male_____ Female_____
25-34___ 35-44 _____

2) Age (check): under 25,

45-54 55-64 over 64
3) Years of ../merlence as a school psychoioglst?
4) Do you have & csrt!flcate as a teacher? Tas No,
If yes, in what area(s)?
elementary, secondary.__.__ speclal educatlon_____
5) Have you taught on a full-time basis? Yes Ne,

If yos, please speclfy level ¢ J years of experlence.

6) What Is your level of yraduate educatlon In school psychology?
—Masters Degree (about 30 semester hours)
—Masters Degree (about 45 semester hours)
—.Spoclal Ist Degree (about 60 semester hours)
—Doctoral Degree

7) At what Institutions have you done graduate work In school psychology?

lrstitution Name Lacatlon Major Degree Year
a)
Degrra__ Yet
b)
Degree_____ Year.
8) What Is the primary settin: of ycur em; .oyment? (chuck)
a) pudbllc schools______ b) col lege or universlity
b) private practice_____ d) Instlitutlonal/reslidentlal

e) oth - (speclfy)

9) What Is the nzture of the community of , ur primery employment setting? (check)
a) largely urban_____ b) largely rura!l
c) largely suburban__ d) comblination of

(spec! fy)

10) What Is the ratlo of school psy.hologlsts to students In your setting
(for example, one psychologlst per 2,000 students)?

11) Whet per cent of the students in your setting are minority?____
What per cent of these students are, black_____; Hispanlc__ _;
Orlental 3 Native Indlen..____.
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12) Do you spend more than 25§ of your time on a speclal assignment with a
specific type of hendlicapped student (e.g.. hesring Impalred, severely
retarded, etc.)? Yes Na.

If yes, please describe.

13) What Is your annual salary pald by your primary employer? (check)

a) below $10,000 g) $25,000~$29, 999

b) $10,000-$12,999____ h) $30,000-$34.999._____
c) $13,000-$15,999_____ 1) $35,000-$39,399_____.
d) $16,000-$18,999___ J) $40,000-$44,999_____
e) $19,000~-1,999_____ k) $45,000-$49,999____

f) $22,000~324, 999 1) $9,000 & over

14) Are you engaged In outside/secondary empioyment? Yes___ = Na___
If yos, please check *he type of employmsnt below:
a) private practice_____ b) teach at col lege/universlty.
c) consult with schools___ d) consult with agencles_____
e) other (speclfy)
If no, do you plan to engage In outside employment In the future? |f so,
please specify.

15) What Is the approximate amount of annual Income from outslds, secondary

emp loyment?
—below $ 1,000 —$1,000-%5,000 $5,000-$10, 070
over $10,000 | prefer to NOT disclose this Info. -tlon.

16) Is your Income as @ school psyct>loglst (check one):

a. the princlpal source of Income In your household

— . 5. about equal to another source of Income !n your household
(e.g., sSpouse's Income)

c. secondary to another souice of Income In your household
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J0B ROLES, SATISFACTION, AND EFFICACY:
How satisfied are you In your position as a school psychologlst?
extremely satisfled 1 2 3 4 5 not at all satisfled

How well does your role as a school psychologlst conform to your Inltlsl
expectations for the positiont

extremely well 1 2 3 4 5 npot at all well
Do you plan to contlnue to work as a school psychologlst In the future?

a. no_____ d. 7-6 years____
b. 1=3 years______ e. over 10 years.___
C. 4-6 years_____ f. untll retlirement.

Would you choose schoo' psychology as a career If you could make tha
cholce agein? Yes_ Na,
1f NO, nlease Indicate the more Important reasons for your response.

Please rank orcer the following aspects of your professional position on
the basls of thc satlsfaction that they provide, where 1=most satlisfyling
and 7=least satisfying. That Is, use each number on the scale qnly once
so that the Items are ranked In terms of satisfaction from 1 +u 7.

a. positively Influencing children and youth through assessment ond
Interventlons.

positively Influencing children and youth through influence on
placement and programming declslons.

¢c. snlary and beneflts.

—— d. colleagues and professionals with wiox, you work.

e. working within the educationa! system.

e—— f. work hours and extended tIme off In the :ummer.

—— g. status In the community.

-

w—— h. other (Please speclfy)

Please astimata the amount of t+Ime you spend with speclal education
services, e.g., condvcring preplacement evaluations, sta‘fings, follow-up
on placements, and re-evaluations.

Less than 10%__ __ 51% - 75%

108 - 258 ____ 76% - 90%____

26% - 50% —— Over 90% _____
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IV. EVALUATION OF IRAINING AND CONTINUING EDUCATIOM NEEDS:

This Information w!il help determine the content of NASP continulng education

programs.

For esch area, rate the quallty of your graduate education program and the
extent of your present contlinulng education needs us'ng the followlng scales:

Qun.l.l.t.\c5 of Iralning m,mnasms .ltnr:.cnnﬂnu.l.ngﬂdusaﬂnn
= poor = |ow
= falr 4 = moderately low
3 = gverage 3 = moderate
2 = good 2 = h,gh
1 = excellent 1 = very high
Qua.Lth Need and Desire
of for Contlnulng
Iralning  Education

A. Indlvidual Psychoeducational Assessmep*
1. educationsl sklills, reading, math, etc. —_—
2. Intel|lgencs —_—
3. neuropsychological functlonling _—
4. adaptive behavior —_—
5. projective personallty techniques —_—
6. systemat!c observation procedures —_

7. nonblased or nondiscrimlnatory
technliques and preccedures

B. Consultation Methods and lnterveniior Techniques

1. behavioral consultation —_

mental hee!th consultation —_—
organizational/systemrs consu!tation —_—
remedlal educatlion programs ——
behavior management In the classroom —_—

home~based Interventlons —_—

communlity referral sources —
counsel Ing methods and skltls —_—
methods for evaluating outcomes —_—

of Interventions
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Quallty of Iralning Nead and Daslre for Continuing Education
5 poor 5= jow
4 = fair 4 = moderately low
3 = average 3 = moderate
2 = good 2 = high
1 = excel lent 1 = very high
Quallty Nead and Deslre
of for
Iraining  Education
10. interventions In regular education — —_—

for students with learning probiems

11. Interventions in regular education for —_— —_—
students with behavioral/emotional

problems
C. Assessment and interventions with Special Popuiations
1. Isarning disabled —_— —_—
2. mil< (educable’ mentally retarded — —_—
3. emotionel,y disturbed —_— —_—
4, glfted — —_—
5. iow !ncldence (severely retarded, S —_

visual, auditory, or physica!
handicaps, and preschool hand!capped)

6. bilingual students — —

7. minority students —_—

E. Please |ict three areas in which ycu need/desire continuing education.
(Here you may |ist one or more of the topics included above OR |ist new
topics.) '

1.
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V. ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES SURYEY:

73

Please astimata the number of times par month that you use each of the

following assessment Instruments or procedures.

|f you do not use the

Instrument or procedure at all, or If your use Is less than once per month,
enter zero (0) on the Iine. Note, we only need your estimates, ngt exact

counts.

A.

Vineland Revlsed

—=5cales of |ndependent
Behavior

e—Comprehensive Test of
Adaptive Behavlor

e AMD Public School

B.
K =ABC
—_Wechsler Scales
Stanford-Blnet
Bayley
Other. Please speclify.

C. Achlavemant =
—WRAT or WRAT-R
—PIAT
——Woodcock=-Johnson

Achlevament

D. Achlevement = Dliagnastic
—Durrel!
Gates-MacGinitle

Gray Oral Reading
—Brigance

E. Projectives/Fligure Dravings
-e—Rorschach
——_Draw A Person
—House Tree Person

F. Barcaptial/Mator
—Bender
——Benton VRT
——t rostlg

—Children's Adaptive Behavlior
Scale

—SOMPA-ABIC

—AAID-C]| Inlcal

Other. Please speclfy below.

e McCarthy Scales of Chlldren's
Abllitles

—PPYT-R

—Xcodcock=Johrson Abl| Ity

—0JMoodcock Read!ng
e—Other. Please specify be'ow.

——X9y Math
intormal Reading !nventory
Other. Please specify below.

———Xinetic Family Drawlngs
e VAT
Other. Please speclfy.

e YAKT
——0ther. Please speclfy beiow.
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G.

H.

Jo

Inforual Measuras

Structured Interview such as the Problem Identiflication Interview
Unstructured Interview

Structured classroom observation (behavloral observatlion)
Unstructured (anecdotal) classroom cbservatlion

Other. Please speclfy.

Check LLTnLBu.Lng Scales

—.Soclal Behavior Assessment
_Walker Problem Behavior Checklist
—Achenbach-Ede|brock

Other checklist completec by teacher (Pleasc |lIst below)
Other checkilst completed by parent (Please |isi below)

Batterles & Miscellaneous

—_SOMPA Soclocultural Scales

—SOMPA Health History Inventory
—_SOMPA Physical Dexterity Battery
—_SOMPA EstImated Lecrning Potent.al
—M=MAC

____ Developmental Cnecklist (Specify below)
—LPAD (cr varlation thersof)

— Boshm Test of Basic Concepts

— Bracken Baslc Concepts Scale

Assessment instruments/Procedures Need(s)
What kind of new or additional assessment procedure(s) or Instrument(s)
would help you most In y~ur work? Piease describe.
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Yi. LD m:

Please respond o the following items using a scale where

end 5=strongly dlsagree.

1)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

1=strongly agree

1 2 P 5

/ / / . /

Strongly Neutra Strongly

Agree ['1sagree
Too many students are being 1 2 3 4 5
classified as learning disabled / / /. / /
and placed In specia! education.
Tha Increase In learning disabled 1 2 3 4 5
incldence Is due In large part to /. / / /. /
reluztance to use the classifica-
tlons of mild mental retardation or
emotlonal disturbance/behavior
dIsorder.
The requirement of a processing 1 2 3 4 5
deficit should be added to or / / / J. /
strengthened In the LD classifi-
cation requirements.
LD classification should be bas-* 1 2 3 4 5
on the exclusion factors and a / /___ /. /. /
severe discrepancy between
ach _evement and ablil|ity.
Better regular classroom Instruction 1 2 3 4 5
would prevent many students from /. / /. / /
being class'fled as LD.
School psychologists should assist 1 2 3 4 5
teachers In designing, implementing, / / / / _/
and evaluating prereferral inter-
ventions before students are con-
sldered for LD classificatlion.
The delivery system ii.ods to be 1 2 3 4 5
changed so that remedial services / /. /. J _/
can be provides without classifying
students as learning disabled.
Special education services for 1 2 3 4 5
students classiflied as learning / - / / J
disabled are usually quite effective.
Thé educational needs of students 1 2 3 4 5
classified as learning disabled and . / /. /

mildly (educable} menta!ly retarded
are very similar.
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19) The educatlonal needs of students 1 2 3 4 5
classifled as learning disabled / / / / /
and emotionally ¢Isturbed/behavior
disordered are very simllar.

11) Remedlal and compensatory education 1 2 3 4 5
from regulear education, and speclal / / —/ /. /
education progams for the mlldly
handicapped, should be merged (e.g.,
combine Chapter | and LD resource).

12) Overrepresentation of minority 1 2 3 4 5
students In speclal educatlon / / /. / /
programs for the mildiy handlcapped
Is discriminatory.

13) School psycholog:sts are more 1 2 3 4 5
effective If they concentrate on / / /. /. /
accurate and thorough dlagnosis
rather than assisting with or
carrylng out Interventions.

14) It |s Important to maintaln clear 1 2 3 4 5
distinctions between special and / / / /. /
regular education, and between
slow learner-|-w achlevers and
learning disabled students.

15) Students are often classiéled as 1 2 3 4 $
learning disabled so that services / / /. —/ /

can be provided even though they
are not really handicapped.

16) Comments on LD Incldence or related Issues.

THANK YOU!




Appendix C

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

November, 1985 _ NASP Leadership
I. BACKGROUND INFORMAT]ON.
1) Sex {(check): Male______ Female______
2) Age (check): under 25 25-34____ _ 35-44 ____
45-54 55-64 yer 64

3) Years of experlence as & school psycholog. st?

4) Do you have 2 certificate as a teacher? Yes No,
If yes, In what area(s)?
elementary. secondary speclal educatlon

5) Have you taught on a full-time baslis? Yes No,
If yes, please speclfy level and years of experience.

6) What Is your level of graduate aducation In school psychology?
Masters Degree (about 30 semester hours)

Masters Degree (about 45 semester hours)

—_Speclallst Degree (about 60 semester hours)

—Doctoral Degree

7) At what Institutions have you done graduate work In school psychology?

lastitution Name Location Major
a)
Degree. Year. —
b)
Degree__ ____ Year.
8) What Is the primary setting of your employment? (check)
a) public schools . b) college or university,
b) private practice. d) Institutional/residential. __

e) other (specify)

9) What Is your annual sezlary pald by your primary employer? (check)
a) below $10,000 g) $25,000-$29, 999

b) $10,000-$12,999__ h) $30,000-$34,999__
c) $13,000-$15,999___ 1) $35,000-$39,999___
d) $16,000-$18,999___ J) $40,000-544,999
e) $19,000-$21,999___ k) $45,000-$49,999__

f) $22.000~-$24, 999 1) $50,000 & cver

19) Are you engeged In outside/secondary employment? Yes ___ Na___
If yes, please check the type of employment below:
a) private practice______ b) teach at college/university.
c) consult with schwols ____ d) consult with agencles____
e. other (specify)
If no, do you plan to engage In outside employment In the future? If so,
plesse spacify.
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NATIONAL SURVEY OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS
November, 1985 NASP Leadershlp

I. BACKGPOUND INFORMATION.

1)
2)

3)
4)

)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

Sex (chack): Mala_____ Female_____

Age (check): under 25______ 28-34____ 35-44 ______
45-54 ____ 55-64______ over 64

Years of experience as a school psychologlst?,

Do you have a certificate as a teacher? Yes No.
It yes, In what area(s)?
elementary secondary.

speclal education__

Have you taught on 8 full=time basis? Yes Na
If yes, please specify level and yesrs of experlence.

What Is your lovel of graduate education In school psychology?
—_Masters Degree (about 30 semester hours)

—_Masters Degree (atout 45 semester hours)

—Speclalist Degree (about 60 semester hours)

—Doctoral Degree

At what Institutions have you done graduste work In school psychology?
lnstitution Name Locatlion Major

a)
Degree_________  Yeor.

b)

Degree_______ Year.

What |s the primary setting of your employment? (chack)

a) publlc schools b) college or university.
b) privete practice____ d) Institutional/restidential
e) other (speclty)

What Is your annual salary pald by your primary employer? (check)
a) below 310,000 ____ g) $25,000-3$29, 999
b) $10,000-312,999____ h) $30,000-$34,999____
¢c) $13,000-$15,999_____ 1) $35,000-839,999______
d) $16,000-$18,999_____ J) $40,000-$44,999____
o) $19,000-$21,999 ___ k) $45,000-$49,999_____
f) $22,000-324,999______ 1) $50,000 & over

Are you engaged In outside/secondary employment? Yes_ N
If yes, please check the type of employment below:

a) private practice____ b) teach at col lege/university
c) consult with schools d) consult with agencles ____
o) other (specify)
It no, do you plan tc engage In outside employment In the future? If so,

please specify,
79
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11) Whet Is the approximate amount of annual Income frc.a outslde/secondary
emp loyment?
—-below $ 1,000 ———$1, 000=35, 000

$5,000~-$10, 000
over $10,000

| prefer to NOT disclose this Information.

12) Is your Income as a school psycholog .. (check one):

a. the princlpal source of Income In your household

~—— b. about equal to another source of Income In your household
(e.g., spouse's Income)

c. secondary to another source of Income In your household

1. NASP LEADERSHIP ROLE(S).

1) Please Indicate your leadershlp roles 'n NASP - Check ali that apply.
Offlcer Committee Chalr

—2PIrector —Deisgate
2) How many years have you been Involved with the NASP Leadership?
e 01 8-10
—d Over 10
—_—1

3) Are you currantly In a NASP Leadership Role, l.e., serving as an Officer,
Dlrector, Delegate, or Committee Chalr In 1985-867
Yes______ No,

4) D1d you serve as an offlcer be*ween 1976-19857 Yes_____ No_____
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111, NASP SERVICES AND ACTIVITIFS: PERIORITIES AND IMPORTANCE.

In your opinlon, how Important are the following NASP services and
activities? Please clrcle the number which corresponds to your rating where:

1 2 3 4 5 No
/ /. /. /. / Opinion
Cruclal Mcderate 'ow Pricrity —_—
Top Priorit Importance Less Important I—/
First
No
Top Moderate Low Opinlon

1) Development and Iimplementation of b oo f ] /—/
standards for graduate programs. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Publlc Information and public ko d ] —/
relations activitles. 1 2 3 4 5

3) Llalson with other professional YA S N | /—/
and advocacy groups. 1 2 3 ’ 5

4) Assistance to State Assoclations YA A A | —/
of School Psychologists. 1 2 3 4 5

5) Publlcations (Rayley and ok oS ] /—/
Communique) . t 2 3 4 5

6) Publilcations and monographs (e.g., e oS S ] /—/
Best Practices in School t 2 3 4 5
Bsychalogy)

7) Professional development tralining YA S A | /—/
packages In varlous formats (written, 1 3 4 5
videotape, computer disk, etc.).

8) Influencing state leglislation, YA A A | /—/
rules, regulations, and pollicy. 1 2 3 4 5

9) Development and promotion of YA A A | /—/
qual Ity standards for school 1 2 3 4 5
psychological servizes In schools
(ratlos, support, etfc.).

10) Development and promoticn of [ A /—/

rights and opportunities In regard 1 2 3 4 5

to | icensur - for private practice.

11) Influencing Federal leglsiation, YA A S A —/

rules, reguiations, and pollcy. 1 2 3 4 5
12) Conventlon program and workshops. YA A A A /—/

. 1 2 3 4 5
Q 13) Providing opportunities to purchase fodeod S ) /—/

N
W
H
(%}

professional [labllity Insurance 1
covering public and private practice.

Q0
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Top Low
Priority Priorlty —

14) Providing opportunities for more [ A A ) /_J
Involvement with Internatlonal ¢ 2 3 4 5
school psychology, e.g., sponsoring
study tours.

15) Promoting change In current oo S /—/
del Ivery system sucn as non- 1 2 3 4 5

ceterorlcal funding, Increased
deveiopment and use of regular
education remedlal optlons for
the miidly handlcapped, etc.
16) In your opinlon, what should be the top three NASP prioritles?

a)

b)

c)

17) Comments on NASP prioritles.
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V. NASP EXECUTIVE/OFFICF STRUCTURE.

Alternatives to the current part-time executlive manager - decentrailzed
offic. structure will be considared by the NASP Delegat( Assembly. in the near
future. The vies of the NASP Leadershlp, past and current, on those matters
are very Important. Please resrond tc the following Items using the rating
scale provided, or, when appropriate, Indicate no opinlon or lack of
know | edge.

Our current costs for rhe decentrallzed of fices and the part-time management
are asbout $125,000. A consultant has estimated that the additional costs
associated with the full-time staff and a central office will be from $5,000
to $50,000, depending on location and other factors.

1) How effective !s the current office - manager structure?

1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / /. /. _/ Opinion
Very Average Ineffect Ive —
Effective [/
2) A central of. ce would Improve s« .ces to members and enhance
accomp | Ishment of NASP prioritles.
1 2 3 4 5 No
/ /. /. / / Op 'nlorn
Strongly ieutral Strongly —
Agree DlIsagree /—/
3) Eull-time staff would Improve services to members and enhance
accomp | Ishment >f NASP prloritie:.
1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / /. ) / Opinlon
S*trongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree DlIsagree I/
4) Full-time staff would significantly Improve fol low-up on, and
Implementation of, action by the Executlive Board and Delegate
Assembly.
1 2 3 4 5 No
/ / / J _/  Jplinlon
Strongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree DlIsagree I/
$) Full-time staff would significantly Improve conthiwulty of NASP
yrograms and activities from year +o year.
1 2 3 4 5 No
/. /. /. /. —_J Opinion
Strongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree Dlsagree /1
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6) A central offlice would Improve NASP visibllity.

1 2 3 4 5 o

/ / / / / Oplinlon
Sirongly Neutral Strongly —_
Agree Dlsagree /]

7) 1f a8 NASP central offlce Is establ Ished, It should be In the
Washington, DC area.

1 2 3 4 5 No

/ J / / _/ Opinlon
Strongly Neutral Strongly —
Agree Disagree /-

8) The advantages of a central office/full-time staff are
sufficlent to Justify possible additional costs.

1 2 3 4 5 No

/ J /. / -/  Opinlon
Strongly Neutral Strongly —_—
Agree Dlsagree /]

9) In your view, what would be the maJor advantages of a Central
Offlce and Full=TIme Staff?

10) In your view, what would be the major dlsadvantages of a Central
Office and Full-Time Staff?

11) Other comments on Central Office and/or Full-Time Staff?

84
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V. SPRING DELEGATE ASSEMBLY = EXECUTIVE BOARD (DA-FR) REIMBURSEMENT.

As you may know, NASP Delegates, Directors, and Officers are reimbursed for
expenses Incurred for participating In the Fall Delegate Assembly - Executlve
Board (DA-EB) meeting. Members of the EB (Reglonal Dlrectors and Officers)
are relmbursed for expenses Incuc-red for the July and Janvary EB meet Ings.
Expenses Incurred for participating In the Spring DA-EB are not relmbursed.
That meeting Is scheduled durlng, just before, or Immedlately after the NASP
Annual Conventlion.

A proposal to begin reimbursement of Delegates, Directors, and Offlcers for
attending the Spring DA-EB wil| be considered by the DA-EB in April, 1986 In
meetings held Immedlately after the 1986 Conventicn. Althougn there are many
pro and con conslderations, the major arguments are: (1) Requiring
delegates, directors, and “fflicers to assume full responsibll ity tor the
spriry EB-DA expenses crsates a hardshlp for some persons and may dlIscourage
participation by some members; vs (2) Relmbursement would consume funds which
are neede¢ to support other objJectives of the asscclatlon, and attending *he
natlonal convention Is a responsibllity of NASP members.

Your opinlons on this Issue are very Important to the DA-EB del Iberations.
1) Have you particlputed In NASP leadership? Yes No

If yes, Indlcate: ____Delegate ___Director Offlcer
Committee Chalr

2) Would (or has) the sbsence of relmbursement for the Spring DA-EB held at
+he conventlion Influence your decislion to be active In tha NASP
leadershlip? Yes Makes |Ittle dlfference No

3 Would (or does) your employer or your state assoclation relmburse your
expenses for attending the DA-EB at the NASP convention?

Yes (fu!l or partlal) No Uncertaln or | don't know
If Yes or Uncertalin on Item X. then answer Items 4 & 5. If No to Item 3,
go to |tem 6.

4) Hor much relmbursement is (or would be) provided? —__Full _____Pertial
If Partlal, what amount or percent of costs would be pald?

5) Would your employer or your svate ase-~latlon continue to relmburse your
expenses iF reiabursement from NASP were avallable?
Yes No pon't+ know

6) Do you think NASP should reimburse the expenses of Dei. jates, Dlrectors,
and Offlicers at the Spring DA-EB?
Yeos No No Opinlon
If you answered Yes to [tem 6, please Indicate the level of reimbursement
that seems most appropriate to you.

Lare’' of Ralmbursement Estimatad
— Meals only for the 2=3 days that the DA-EB meets $ 3-$ 5,000
—lodging only (for the 2-3 days that the DA-EB meeis) $ 3-$ 5,000
—Mesls and lodging $ 6-$10,000

Ti avel only $2%-$40, 000

e—Full relmbursement 85 $30-$50, 600




NASP Survey - Leadershlip Sample

Vl. SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY CREDENTIA ING (Mota. In thls sectlon, Llcense refers to
legal authority to engage i: private pract’-~e, and certiflcation refers to
legal authorliyy to practics In the gubl! . .hools):

1. Are you certlifled to ,rovide services In schuwols as 8 school psychologist?
Yes, Na

2, Are you llcensed for orlvate practice? Yes No,
If yes, as a generlic psychologlst. or speclifically as a schoo!
psychologlst. . If no, do you desire tc be |lcensed? Yes No.

3. Do you bel leve that nondoctoral school psychologlsts should ellgible to be
Ilcensed? Yes No,

4. Do you presently have a llcensure law for school psychologists In your
state which aliows for |icens!ng of nondoctoral school psychuloglsts?

Yes Ne Don't know,

If yes, please respond tc the followling:

a. Are you presently |lcensed at the nondoctoral level? Yes No
1f N0, do you Intend to seek nondoctoral |icensing In the future?
Yes No,

5. In your opinlon, how Important an Issue Is nondoctoral |lcensing for the

of school psychology?
extremely Importent 1 2 3 4 5 not & all Important

6. How Important an Issue Is rondoctoral |lcensing for you personally?
extramely Important 1 2 3 4 5 not at all Important

7. Rank order the following reasons some people, possibly yourself, would
cons!der nondocioral |lcensing Important to the profescion, where 1=most
Important and 6=least Important. That Is, use each number from 1t06
only once.

a. Protects the publlic from those Indlviduals who are grossly

Incompetent to practice.

Provides assurances to the public that services arc belng

provided by quallfled professionals.

c. Communicates to the public that thoy are entitied to

administrative redress In the event of neglligent, Incompetent, or

unethlcal practices on the part of the professional.

Helps the fleld define the roles and norms of Its practitioners

as well as estabilsh a professional ldentity.

e. Provides the fleld with a symbol of respectabll ity and
accountab!! ity signaling It as an establIshed profession.

f. Enables the profession to galn a monopoly over practice.

— Do

—_— de

8. Rank order the fol lowing reasons some people, possibly yourself, would
conslder nondoctoral |lcinsing Issues Important parsonally, where 1=most
Important and 5=least Important. Agaln, use each number from 1 to 3 only once.

a. Provides a possibliity of Increased Income.

b. Provides for grester professional autonomy and Independence.

c. Provides options for employment In different settings.

Q — ds Makes third-party payments more |lkely.
ERIC ——©. Increases viablilty of private practice.
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9. Rank order the following reasons some people, possibly yourself, would
nat conslder nondoctoral |lcensing Issues Important parsonally, where
i=most Important reason and 4=least Important reason. Agaln, use each
number from 1 +o 4 only once.
a. Don't have the time to work outside the school system.
—____b. Not Interasted In working outside the school system.
c. Don't feel they have the skllls *o work outside the school system.
d. Don't feel they have the confldence to work outside the school system.

10. Do you think that the state or natlonal school psychology organlzation
should support and work for |lcensure at the nondoctoral level?
If yes, which organizations? MNa_____
NASP. APA____ State School Psycholo~v Organl.atlon Al

11. Please read the foliowin- ltems carefully, and then clrcle the nuxber on
the 1 to 5 scale that best represents your feellngs or oplinlons.
Please note, these Items are hynothetlial. They do not represent current
policy, nor or*lons for the future. They do provide a basls for estimating
sen: ent amc. ., practicing school psychologlsts ragardIng what has been a
very controverslal [ssue.

Strongly Noutral Strongily
Agree D1sagree

a. Although | may not practice
Independently, It Is Important 1 2 3 4 5
that | have the right to do so. / / _/ _/ /

b. The doctoral level Is the

approprlate entry level for 1 2 3 5

private practlice. / / W/ / _J
c. Resolutlon of the Independent

practice Issue between NASP 1 2 3 4 5

and APA Is Important. / / / ] J

d. NASP spends too much time working

toward Independent practice for 1 2 3 4 5

nondoctoral school psychologists. / /. / _/ )
a. The right to engage In private

practice Is not relevant to most 1 2 3 4 5

nondoctoral school psychologlists. / /. / ) J
f. | would support a NASP decislon

t+o endorse the doctoral entry 1 2 3 4 5

leve! for Independent practice. /. _/ ) /. J
g. | could support a Joint NASP/APA

resolution supporting nondoctoral

entry and private practice

through 1995, at which time

doctoral -level would become ¢ 1 2 3 4 5

entry level. /. _/ / J /
h. Nondoctoral practiticners do not

have sufficlent tralning to 1 2 5 4 5

/. _J/ J J/

practice Independently. 8'7 /.
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1. NASP should contlinue curreat
positlons regarding nondoctoral
Independent practics In both the
public and private sectors.

J. Commants,

Vi. LD ISSUES.

Plesse respond to the following Items using

and S5=strongly disagree.

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6\

87

Strongly Strongly
Agree Neutral Dlsagree
1 2 3 4 5
/ / _/ _/ )

a scale where 1=strongly agree

1 2 3 4 S

/ /. / / J

Strongly Neutral Strongly

Agree Dlsagree
Too many students are belng 1 2 3 4 5
classifled as learning disabled /. _/ / / /
and placed In specla! education.
The Increase in learning disabled i 2 4 5
Incidence Is due In large pert to / / _/ _J _/
raluctance to use the classifica-
t+ions of mlld mental retardat'on cr
emot ional dIsturbance/behavior
disorder.
The requirement of a processing 1 2 3 4 5
deflclit should be added to or / /. / /. /
strengthened In the LD classifi~
catlon requlrements.
LD classification shou.d be based 1 2 3 4 5
on the exclusion factors and a / /. /. /. /
severe dliszrepancy between .
achlevement and ablllty.
Better regular clessroom Instruction 1 2 3 4 5
would prevent many students from / . /. J J/
being classifled as LD.
School psychologists should assist 1 2 3 4 5
teachers in designing, Implementing, / /. — / )

and evaluating prereferral Inter-
ventlons before students are con-

sidered for LD classl!’icatlon. 88
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7) The dellvery system needs to be 1 2 3 4 5
changed so that remedial services /. /. / / /
can be provided without class!fyling
students as learning disabled.

8) Speclal education services for 1 2 3 4 5
students classifled as learning /. /. /. / /
disabled are usually quite effective.

9) The educatlonal needs of students 1 2 3 4 5
classifled as learning disasled and /. / / / /
mlidly (educable) menta!!y retarded
are very simllar.

10) Ths educational needs of students 1 2 3 4 5
classifled as learning disabled / / / /. /
and emotlonally disturbed/behavior
disordered are very siallar.

11) Remedial and compensatory education 1 2 3 4 5
from regular education, and speclal /. / J /. /
education progams for the mlidly
handicapped, should be merged (e.g.,
combine Chap*er | and LD resource).

.Z) Overrepresentation of minority 1 2 3 4 5
students 'n speclal educetion / /. /. /. /
programs for the mlldly handlicapped
Is discriminatory,

13) School psychologists are more 1 2 3 4 5
eoffective If they concentrate on / / J/ / /
accurate and fhorough dlagnosis
rather than assisting vith or
carrying out Interventions.

14) 1t Is Impcrtant to malntaln clear 1 2 3 4 5
distinctions bet =en spec!al and / J / J -/
regular education, and betwaen
slow learner-low achlevers and
learning disabled students.

15) Students are often classifled as 1 2 3 4 5
learning disabled so that services / / / / /

can b. provided even though they
ere not really handlicapped.

16) Comments on LD Incldence or relat.u Issues.

89
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March, 1986

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY FACULTY

{. BACKGROUND INFORMATION.

1) Sex (check): Vale Female
2) Age (check): under 2% 25-34 35-44
45-54 55-64 over 64

3) Do you regard school psychology as your primary area of Interest?
Yes No.
if no, what Is your primary area of interest?

4) Years of experience as a school psychologist In a practitioner role?

5) Years of experience on a unlversity faculty?

€) Over the past 12 months, have you authcred or co-authored
Yes__ No___. an article in a refereed Journal
Yes.__. No___ a book chapter
Yes._.. No__ a book
Yos__ No__ Newsletter item

7) Do you have a certificate as a public school teacher? Yes, No
i f yes, In what area(s)?
elementary. secondary, speclal education

8) Have you taught in the public schools on a full-time basis? Yes__ No__
if yes, ploase specify level and years of experisnce.

9) What Is your annual ful l-time salary paid by your primary employer
(include summer teaching)? (check)
a) velow $16,000 h) $40,000-344,999 _____

b) $16,000-%$18,999_____ 1) $45,000-349,999

c) $19,000-321,999______ J) $50,000-554,999_____
d) $22,000~$24,999_____ k) $55,000-359,999______
e) $25,000-$29,999___ _ . 1 $60,000-$64,999___
f) $30,000-$34,999_____ m) over $65,000 ____

g) $35,000-$39,999__

10) is your income (check one):
- s, the princlpal source of Income In your household
—. b, about equal to another source of income in your householc
(e.g., spouse's income)

c. secondary to another source of income In your household

11) Are you engaged In outs!de/secondary employment? Yes_ Na
if yos, please check the type of employment below:
a) private practice ____ b) consult with schools____

c) consult with agencies
e) other (specify)
if no, do you plen to engage In outside empioyment In the future? |f so,
please speclfy.

d) part-time work In public scheols

30
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12) What is the aporoximate amount of annual Income from outsice/secondary

omg | oyment?

——below $ 1,000 —$1,000-%4,999 —3$5,000-59,999

—3$10,000-$14, 595 —_—$15,000-$19, 999 — 320, 000=-824, 999
over $25,000 ——| prefer to NOT disclose this !nformation.

13) What |s your rank? Instructor
Associate Professor.

Assistant Professor______
Professor______

14) Are you tenured? Yes No_

15) What Is the relative [zuportance of teaching, research, and service in
promot ion/tenure and salary detsrmination at your Institution?

1 2 3 4 5
feaching / / / / /
Mos+t Very Some Little Not

important Important |mportance Importance Imgortant
Research & 1 2 3 4 5
Publ Ication / / / / /
Most Very Some Little Not

important Important Importancs Importance Important
1 2 3 4 5
Service / / / / /
Most Very Some Little Not

important Important |mportance Importance Important

16) Over the next five years, how many nsx school psychology- faculty vacancies
do you anticipate, I.e., vacanciss from gither creation of a new position
or as a replacement for someone who has retirad? ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 or more

17) How many graduate student committees did you serve on over the last 12
months? .

18, How many school psychoiogy students are you a.vising now, l.e., serving
as "major professor" or "program advisor?" —_—
19) Do you advise undergraduates? Yes___ No___
If yes, how many?
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20) How many theses or dissertations did you direct In the last 12 months?

21) What accreditation does your program have? (check all that apply)
—APA NASP-NCATE State Approval

22) What degrees are offered through your program? (chezk ail that appiy)
"oSo SPOC|8| 'Sf PhOD~ PSY.D. DoEdo Ol" Ed.D.

<3) Totel number of students enrolled In school psychology

M.S. Speclalist _ Doctoral ____ _Certiflcate Only

24) What Is the student enroliment trend in the school psychology graduate
program at your Institution?

Large Increase Slight Increase _____Stabie, no change

— Slight Decreuse _____large Decrease

25; About how many new students do you admit each year?
non-doctoral doctoral

26) About how many students will graduate from your program in 19867
non-doctoral coctoral

27) How many credit/hours do you teach per academlc year, exclud’'ng summer?
Please Indicate whether the creaivs are quarter or semester hours.

28) What courses do you teach? (Please Indicate whether quarter of semester
hours, and whether the course Is primarily for graduate or undergraduate
credit.)

I:EZ:# Credit Semester or Grad or
Course ker Year Hours Quarter Lndergrad
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
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1. GRADUATE PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND JMEAKNESSES.
For each of the areas |Isted, please Indicate your Judgments of the Quallity
and Nead to improve where
Quality of Training 1 2 3 4 5
In your Prog: am / / / / /
Excel lent Good Average Falr Poor
Desire to lmprove 1 2 3 4 5
In your program / / / / /
Very High Moderate Low Yery
High Low
A. lndividual Psychoeducational Assessment Qual [ty lmprove
1. educational skllls, reading, math, etc. —_— —_—
2. Intellligence — —
3. neuropsychological functlioning —_— —_—
4, adaptive behavlor — —_—
5. projective personal ity techniques —— —
6. systematic observation procedures —_— —
7. nonblased or nondliscriminatory — —_—
techniques and procedures
B. Consultation Methods and Interven*lon Iechniques
1. behavioral consultation — —_—
2. mental health consultation — —_—
3. organizational/systems consultation —_— —
4. remedlial education programs — —_—
5. behavior management In the classroom — —
6. home-based Interventions —_— —_—
7. community referral sources —_— —
8. counsel ing methods and skills —— —

9. methods for evaluating outcomes
of Interventions

10. Interventions in regular education — PR
for students with learning problems

11. Interventions In reguiar education for
students with behavioral/emctlonal
problems

3
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~N W

Poor

Quatlty of Training 1 2

in your Program / /
Excel lent Good

Desire to lmprove 1 2

In your program / /
Very High
High

E.

C. Assassmont and Interventlions wlth Special

Populafions

1.

lesrning disabled

2, mild (educable) mentally retarded
3. emotionally dlsturbed

4. glfted

5.

low 'nclderce (severely retarded,
visual, auditory, or physlical
handicaps, and preschool hundlcapped)

6. blilIngual students

7. minorlty students

Please |lst three areas which need to be Improved In your program.
(Here you may |lst one or more of the toplcs Included above OR |is+t

toplics.)

1.

Very
Low

Improve

 ———

new
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I'11. ASSESSMENT PROCEQURES.

Please check the most appropriate blank to Indicate how the fol lowing

test/assessment Instruments or procedures are taught In your program,

where

SUPERY ISED PRACTICED - The studsnt will actually admin'ster, write up and
interpret at least one test.

DEMONSTRATED & BEVIEWED -~ The test Is described and demonstrated.

NOT COVERED = The test may be mentioned In a text or lecture but Is not
demonstrated or used.

SUPERVISED  DEMONSTRATED NOT
TEST/ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT PRACT ICE & REVIEWED COVERED

A. Adaptive Behavior
vineland Revised
Scales of Independent Behavior
Comprehensive Test of Adaptive Behavlior
AAMD Publ Ic Schooi
Alpern-Ball
Chllidren's Adaptive Behavlor Scale
SOMPA=-ABIC
AAMD=C|{ Inical
Gesel |
Other (specify)

B. Ablilty/intelligence
K=ABC
Wechs'!er Scales
Stanford-Binet
Bayley
Lelter International Performance Scale
McCarthy Scales of Children's Abllitles
PPVT=R
Woodcock=Johnson Abl| Ity
Other (specify)

T
T
T

cC.

Achlavement =

WRAT or WRAT=R

PIAT

Woodcock~Johnson Achievement

Metropol itan Achlevement Test

Boder Tests of Reading Spelling Patterns
Glimore Oral Reading

Woodcock Reading

Other (specify)

T
1
i
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TEST/ASSESSMENT |NSTRUMENT

O. Achlevement = Diagnostic
Durrel |
Gates-MacGinitie
Gray Oral Reading
Brigance
Key Math
Informal Reading Inventory
TOWL
Other (spec.fy)

E. Projectives/Figure Drawings
Rorschach
Draw a Person
House Tree Person
Kinetic Famlly Drawings
TAT
CAT
Roberts Appreciation Test
Guess Why
Sentence Completlion
Plers-Harris Sel f Concept Scale
Other (speclify)

F. Perceptual /Motor
Bender
Benton VRT
Frostig
VAKT
MVPT
VMI
VADE
Other (speclif)

G. lnformal Measures

Structured Interview such as the
Problem identification Interview

Unstruciured Interview

Structured classroom obsc-vation
{behevioral observation)

Unstructured (anecdotal)
classroom observation

Other (specify)

SUPERVISED
PRACT I CE

DEMONSTRATED
& REVIEWED

T

T
T

T
T

NN
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NOT
COVERED

T
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SUPERVISED C'EMONSTRATED NCT
TEST/ASSESSMENT | NSTRUMENT PRACT ICE & REVIEWED  COVERED

H. "G'glﬁ Lists/Rating Scales
Soclal Behavior Assessment
Walker Probilem Behavior Checklist
Achenback=Ede | brock
Conners
Burk's Behavior Rating Scale
Devereux
BES Quay-Peterson

Other check| ist completed
by teacher (specify)

[T
[T
| T

Other checkl st complieted
by parent (specity)

|
|
|

|. Batteries & Miscallanscus
SOMPA Soclocultural Scales
SOMPA Health History |nventory
SOMPA Physical Dexter ity Battery
SOMPA Estimated Learning Potentlal
M=MAC (McDermont)
LPAD (or variation thereof)
Boehm Test of Sasic Concepts
Bracken Basic Concepts Scale
Developmental Checkl|ist (specify)

[T
[T
[T

J. Asspssment lnstruments/Procaduras Need(s)
What kind of nex or additional assessment procedure(s) or instrumen*(s)
would be most useful to school psychology practice. Flease describe.
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v. LD -lm:

Please respond to the following Items usin

and 5=strongly disagree.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

97

g a scale where i=strongly agree

1 2 Y 5

/ /. / /

Strongly Neutral Strongly

Agree - Dlsagree
Too many students are being 1 2 3 5
classified as learning disabled / / / /
and placed In special aducation.
The increase Iin learning disabled 1 2 3 5
incidence Is due In large part to / / / /
reluctance to use the classifica~
tions of mliid mental retardation or
emotiosal disturbance/behavior
disorder.
The requirement of a processing 1 2 3 5
deficit should be added to or / / / /
strengthened In the LD classifi-
catlion requirements.
LD classification should be based 1 2 3 5
o the excluslon factors and a / / / /
severe dlscrepancy between
achlevement and ability.
Better regular classroom Instructlion 1 2 3 5
would prevent many students from / / / J
being classifled as LD.
School psychologists should assist 1 2 3 5
teachers In designing, Impiementing, / / / /
and evaluating prereferral Inter-
venticns before students are con-
sidered for LD class!fication.
The del ivery system needs tc be 1 2 3 5
changed so that remedial services / / / /
can be provided wlthout classifying
students as learning disabled.
Special educetion services for 1 2 3 5
students classifled as learning / / / /
disabled are usually quite effective.
The educaticnal needs of students 1 2 3 5
classiflad as learning dlsabled and / / / /

mildly (educavle) mental |y retarded
are very slimilar.
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10)

m

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

The educational needs of students 1 2 4 5
classifled as learning disabled / / / /
and emotional ly disturbed/behavior

disordered are very simllar.

Remadial and compensatory education 1 2 4 5
from regular education, and special / ") / _/
education progams for the mlidly

handicapped, should be merged (e.g.,

combine Chapter | and LD resource).

Overrepresentation of minority 1 2 4 5
students In special education / / / /
programs for the mildly handicapped

is discriminatory.

School psychologists are more 1 2 4 5
effective |f they concentrate on / / / J
sccurate and thorough dlagnosis

rather than assisting with or

carrying out interventions.

It is lmportant to maintain clear 1 2 * 5
distinctions between special and / / / J/
regular education, and between

siow learner-iow achievers and

learning disabled students.

Students are often classified as 1 2 4 5
learning disabled so that services / / / _/

can be provided even though they
are not really handicapped.

Comments on LD Incldence or related Issues.
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V. SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY CREDENTIALING (Nota. In this section, Llcense refers to |
legal authorlty to ergage In private practice, and cartlification refers to |
legal authority to practice In the public schools): %

1. Are you certifled to provide services In schools as a school psychologist?
Yes. Na

2. Are you |lcensed for private practice? Yes___ _ No____
If yes, as a generic psychologlst. or speclfically as a school
psychologlst.
If no, do you desire to be |Icensed? Yes No_

3. Do you bel leve that nondoctoral school psychologlsts should el igible to be
| lcensed? Yes_ No

4. Do you presently have a | Icensure law for school psychologists In your
state which allows for |lcensing of nondoctoral school psychologlists?

Yes___ No, Don't+ know

If yes, please respond to the followling:

a. Are you presently |lcensed at the nondoctoral level? Yes No
If NO, do you Intend to seek nondoctoral |icensing In the future?
Yes, No

5. In your op!nlon, I‘ow Important an Issue Is nondoctoral Ilcensing for the

profassion of school psychology?
extremely Important 1 2 3 4 5 not at all Important

6. Please read the following Items carefully, and then circle the number on
the 1 to 5 scale that best represents your feelings or opinlons.
Please note, these items are hypothetical. They do not represent current
policy, nor options for the future. They do provide a bas!s for estimating
sentiment among practicing school psychologlsts regarding what has been a
very controversial Issue.

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Agree Disagree
a. Although | may not practice
independently, It Is Important 1 2 3 4 5
that | have the right to do so. / [ fo o/ /
b. The doctoral level Is the
appropriate entry level for 1 2 3 4 5
prlvate practice. / / J / J
C. Resolutlion of the Independent
practice Issue between NASP 1 2 3 4 5
and APA Is Important. / / / / /
d. NASP spends too much time working
toward Independent practice for 1 2 3 4 5
nondoctoral school psychologlists. / / / / /
e. The right to engage In private
practice Is not relevant to most 1 2 3. 4 5
nondoctoral school psychologists. / / / / /
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f.

h.

101

100

Strongly Strongly
. Agree Neutral Disagree
| would support a NASP decision
to endorse the doctoral entry 1 2 3 4 5
level for Independent practice. / / / _/ /
| could support a Joint NASP/APA
resolution supporting nondoctoral
entry and private practice
through 1995, at which time the
doctoral level would become the 1 2 3 4 5
entry level. / / / / /
Nondoctoral practitioners do not
have sufficlent training to 1 2 3 4 5
prectice Independently, / ) J / /
NASP should continue current
positions regarding nondoctoral
independent practice In dboth the 1 2 3 4 5
public and private sectors. / / / / /
Comments.

THANK YOU!




